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INTRODUCTION 
General Background of social Participation Research 
To foreign observers one of the most striking charac­
teristics of American culture is our apparent penchant for 
the formation of special interest groups or formal voluntary 
associations. It has been said that whenever two or three 
Americans with like interests get together they start an 
association, choose a name, elect officers, adopt a consti­
tution, appoint a committee and start to work. Though this 
to most Americans is a gross exaggeration, in the eyes of 
the foreign observer it may seem to be true when he compares 
his culture with our own. 
Brief excerpts from two or three foreign writers will 
help illustrate their impressions of our special interest 
associations in these United States. After his visit to the 
United States in 1831 the French analyst, de Tocqueville, 
observed: 
In no country in the world has the principle 
of association been more successfully used or 
applied to a greater multitude of objects, than in 
America.^ 
Americans of all ages, all conditions, and all 
dispositions constantly form associations. They 
have not only commercial and manufacturing companies 
^Alexis de Tocqueville. Democracy in America. Vol. I. 
N. Yt, The Century Co. 1662. p. 216. 
in which all take part, but aasoolatlona of a 
thousand other kinds—religious, moral, serious, 
futile, general or restricted, enormous or 
diminutive. The iVmerleans make associations to 
give entertainments, to found seminaries, to 
build Inns, to construct churches, to diffuse 
books, to send missionaries to the antipodes; 
they founded in this manner hospitals, prisons, 
and schools. If it be proposed to Inculate soma 
truth, or to foster some feeling, by the encoiip-
agement of a grant example, they form a society. 
Wherever, at the head of some new undertaking you 
see the government in France, or a man of rank in 
England, in the United States you will be sure to 
find an association. . . . Thus the most democratic 
country on the face of the earth is that In which 
men have, In our time, carried to the highest 
perfection the art of pursuing in common the object 
of their common desires, and have applied this new 
science to the greatest nvimber of purposes.^ 
Near the turn of the centiury, James Bryce wrote: 
Associations are created, extended end worked 
In the United States more quickly and effectively 
than in any other country. In nothing does the 
executive talent of the people better shine than 
in the promplltude wherewith the Idea of an organi­
zation for a common object is taken up.^ 
In more recent times the same opinions have been ex­
pressed by American writers with even more conviction than the 
early foreign writers, speaking of the 20*s, historians 
Charles and Mary Beard have written: 
The tendency of Americana to unite with their 
fellows for varied purposes. . .now became a general 
mania as the means of communication and the routine 
of economic activity grew to be national in scope. . • • 
Thousands of new organizations were founded. . . • 
^Ibld., Vol. II. p. 129-130. 
^James Bryce. The American commonwealth. Vol. II. N. Y., 
The Macmlllan Co. 1910. p. 281-262. 
It was a rare American who was not a member of four 
or five societies. . . .Any citizen who refused to 
affiliate with one or more associations became an 
object of curiosity if not of suspicion.^ 
In 1951 the staff of Fortune magazine wrote about the 
tremendous amount of voluntary association activities of '*Th6 
Busy, Busy Citizen'^; 
Except for u few intellectuals who don't believe 
in 'joining,* and the very, very poor who can't af­
ford to, pr&ctically all adult Americana belong to 
some club or other, and most of them take part in 
some Joint effort to do good. This prodigioua army 
of voluntary citizens, who take time from their Jobs 
and pleasure to work more or less unselfishly for the 
betterment of the community, ia unique in the world. 
For, whatever the silly rituals and earnest absurdities 
of some of their organizations, end the self-interest 
of others, the volunteers are always ready to work 
and fight for what they think is rif^ht.^ 
Sociologists in the United States have been actively 
engaged in studying this rather unique type of human together­
ness. Two broad generalizations seen to be astablished by 
these researchers that are at least partially in conflict with 
some of the glittering generalities made above. 
3 
1. Many adults in the United States do not belong to 
4 
these formal voluntary associations. These studies reveal 
^Charles A. Beard and Mary R. Beard. Rise of American 
civilization. Vol. II. N. Y., The Maomillan Co. 1930. p. 
730-731. 
O 
The Busy, Busy Citizen. Fortune. 43: 98. Feb. 1951. 
3 Adults are usually defined as those 16 years of age and 
older. 
^For example see research of W, Lloyd Varner and Paul S. 
Lunt. The social life of a modern community. New Haven, Yale 
University Press. 1941. p. 392; Frederick A. Bushes, social 
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that from 30 to 60 per oent of the adults belong to no formal 
assoolationa. 
2. The people who do belong to these associations par** 
tlolpate In them In varying degrees. For Instance, average 
attendance at meetings la probably only about 40 to 5U per 
1 
oent of the membership. There seera to be great differences 
In participation by gocial class in terras of the number of 
organizations belonged to «nd ectlvltiaa in which the members 
participate. 
The realization of these facts has caused great concern 
to many people, who see this lack of participation and the 
differential participation as a threat to the democratic way 
3 
of life. 
organization in a small city. Amer. Jl. Soc. 51: 324. 1945; 
Harold F. Kaufman. Participation In organized activities in 
selected Kentucky locBllties. Ky. Agr. Exp, Sta. Bui. 528. 
1949. p. 8; Harold F. Caufman. Prestige classes in a New 
York coramunlty. N. Y. (Ithucu) Agr. Exp. Sta. Memoir 2t>0. 
1944. p. 15; and Herbert Goldhamer. Some factors affecting 
participation in voluntary associutions. Unpublished Ph.D. 
Thesis, Chicago, University of Chicago Library. 1943. p. 19, 
^For instance see Bushee, op. cit., p. 221; Edmund De S. 
Brunner and J, H. Kolb. Rural social trends. N. Y., McGraw 
Hill Book Co. 1933. p. 263; and George :;1. Beal, Donald H. 
Pessier and Ray Z, .iakalay, Agi'iculturul cooperatives in 
Iowa; farmers' opinions and comaiunity rolations. Iowa Agr, 
Exp. 8ta. Res. Bul. 379. 1951. p. 194. 
2 
ror instance see varner and Lunt, op. cit., p. 329; 
August B. Hollingshead. T^lmtoim's youth. Y., John Vlley 
and Sons. 1949. Ch. 5; ilirra Momarovsky. rhe voluntary 
asaooletions of urban dv/ellera, Amer. Joe. .]QV. 11: 686-
698. 1946; and .V. A. Anderson. Family social participation 
and social status self-ratings. Amer. ijoc. Rev. 11: 253-
258. 1946. 
®See Bernard Barber. "Mass apathy" and voluntary social 
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Broadly speaking mucli of the participation research has 
been concerned with these two general areas: (1) the niunber 
and characteristioa of the people who do or do not belong to 
formal voluntary associations, and (2) the degree to which 
members participate in activities of their associations and 
the characteristics of those who participate in varying 
degrees. This area of research has come to be called "social 
participation" research. 
Historically, social participation research was concerned 
with the participation of people in formal voluntary associa­
tions. These associations are voluntary in the sense that the 
members can exercise a relatively free choice in becoming a 
member of the association. It is recognized that in some cases 
the member has little choice and is almost forced to Join and 
in other cases the individual may want to Joint but may not be 
accepted. 
The association is formal in the sense that it usually 
has explicit and definite purposes, rules and regulations whldi 
are usually codified and consciously Imposed by the adoption 
of a constitution and by-laws. These rules and regxilations 
usually state the conditions of entrance, membership and exit 
as well as rules governing the payment of fees and some degree 
of ritual procedure. The number, type and the method of 
election or appointment of officers and the duties of the 
participation in the United States. Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis. 
Cambridge, Harvard University Library. 1948. 
• 0 «» 
same are generally apeolfled. Often there la a statement of 
the objectives of the assoolatlon and the limitations as to 
the type and scope of activity in which the organization may 
engage. These formal associations usually hove a recognized 
name, hold regular meetings at specified places and have 
planned programs and activities. 
However, in recent years social participation research 
has also dealt with Informal and semiformal group participa­
tion. The informal group la defined as having no explicit 
rules of entrance or exit, no officially elected officers or 
specified roles for members, no explicit statement of purpose, 
and no specific time or place of meetings or "planned" activ-
1 
ities. Activities vvlth friends such as visiting, taking 
meal, shopping, going hunting and camping, changing work or 
tools, and borrowing or lending are usually classified as in­
formal group activities. 
In addition there has been some research done on what Is 
called semiformal participation. This has been described in 
terms of attendance at public events such as baseball or 
^For exaii5)le see the work of Otis Dudley Duncan and Joy 
W, Artis. Social stratification in a Pennsylvania rural com­
munity. Penn. Agr. Exp. 3ta. Bui. 543. 1951. p. 35-37; 
Donald 0. Hay. A scale for measurement of social participa­
tion of rural households. Rural 3oc. 13: 285-294. 1948; 
Harold F. Kaufman. Prestige classes in a New York community. 
N. Y. (Ithaca) Agr. Exp. Sta. Memoir 260. 1944. p. 22; and 
gugene K. Rowan. Some factors associated with membership in 
voluntary associations in a suburban community. Unpublished 
M. 3. Thesis. Stanford University, California, Leland Stan­
ford Junior University Library. 1948. p. 51-52. 
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basketball games, festivals, parades, oarnlvala, farm sales, 
1 
oommenoements and concerts. 
With the addition of these new areas to what has been 
called social participation research the term has been broad-
2 
ened to include studies of almost all social relationships. 
However, the focus of this study is participation in formal 
voluntary associations. 
Though much of the past research has dealt with total 
participation in all formal voluntary associations grouped 
together there have been some attempts to classify these as­
sociations on a functional basis. Though strictly comparable 
3 
classes have not always been used, in general, these associa­
tions have been classified as: religious, educational, fra­
ternal, social, recreational, economic, patriotic, civic 
service, political, cultural, youth serving, and coordinating. 
Many associations include several of these activities, and In 
many cases it is difficult to place an organization in one of 
these classes even on the basis of their most important func­
tion. 
^See Duncan and Artis, op. clt., p. 36-37. 
^7or discussion on this point see Howard Beers. Social 
participation studies. Rural Soc. 8; 294-295. 1943 and 
^Lee Colaman. Discussion of Donald G. Hay's article Social 
participation of individuals in four rural communities of the 
northeast. Rural Soc. 16: 135-136. 1951. 
^For example see Bushee, op. cit., p. 218; Brunner and 
Kolb, op. cit., p. 242; and James J. S. Bossard and others. 
Introduction to sociology. Harrisburg, The Stackpole Co. 
1952. p. 200-202. 
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Partlolpatlon research has been carried on in many differ-
1 
ent parts of the United States. However, there has been 
almost no attempt made to determine how generally applicable 
research findings from different geographic or sub-cultural 
areas in a range of riiral urban aituations are to other areas 
and situations. 
This dissertation is concerned with a specific type of ^ 
formal voluntary association within the general functional 
classification of economic formal voluntary associations. 
That specific type of association is farmer cooperatives. 
Though it was recognized that cooperatives may perform other 
functions It was assumed that their main function is economic. 
This assximptlon was borne out by the data in this study where 
over 68 per cent of the members defined their chief reason for 
Joining as being mainly economic, and 95 per cent of the mem­
bers mentioned economic benefits as their greatest benefits 
from their cooperatives. 
As indicated above, past research has dealt mainly with 
general formal participation, that is, participation in all 
classes and subtypes of formal organizations analyzed together. 
Only limited research has dealt with how generalizations con­
cerning general participation apply to a single functional 
class or type within that class. 
^See Appendix for description of studies including loous 
of the main studies cited in this dissertation. 
- 9 . 
In general It has not been determined to what degree or 
if generalizations made from individual studies done In many 
different geographic and subcultural areas in a range of rural 
urban situations and from a wide variety of functional classes 
of formal voluntary associations apply to a single type of 
formal voluntary association. 
General Background of Cooperative Research of Sooiological 
Nature 
The limited research that loosely might be termed sooio­
logical that has been done in the field of farmer cooperatives 
has in the main utilized throe main approaches: (1) the study 
of opinions and attitudes toward cooperatives, (2) the study 
of the knowledge of facts about cooperatives and (3) the study 
of member participation in cooperative activities. The first 
two have received the major share of attention. 
Major emphasis in the first area--opinions and attitudes 
--has centered uround utteinpts to meastire raember satisfaction 
viith their cooperatives. Many facets of satisfaction huve 
been explored, such as satisfaction with prices, services, 
quality of products, management, boards of directors, policies, 
member roles in cooperatives, financing, credit, information 
^Specific studies and their related findings will be 
cited in detail in the section on Results dealing with the 
relation of participation to satisfaction. 
- 10 
to members and expectations when Joining cooperatlyea, opinion 
questions have also been asked in such other areas as the role 
of cooperatives in the market and in the economy, the expansion 
of cooperatives, possible policy decisions ond responsibllltjes 
of members. 
1 
In the second area, the knowledge of facts, attempts 
have been made to measure how well members were informed about 
such facts as: number of members in the cooperative, when 
organized, aervicea offered, how one becomes a member, names 
of officers and mancgers, salaries of employees, location of 
headiiiuartera of cooperatives, names of coopsrHtive publica­
tions, methods of financing, credit policy and specific ques­
tions concerning constitution and by laws. 
The third area, that of member participation in coopera­
tive activities, has been treated only incidentally in re-
Z 
search# The factors mentioned in connection with satiafactloi 
and knowlodgs of f&cts have been related to such elements of 
participation as Joining cooperatives, attending meetings, 
holding office, voting on policy and patronizing cooperatives. 
However, these elements of participation have been given 
secondary importance to the measurement of aotisfaotion and 
knowledge of facts. 
^Specific studies and their related findings will be 
cited in detail in the section on Results dealing with the 
relation of participation to knowledge of facts. 
^Specific studies and their related findings will be cited 
in detail in the section on Measurement of Social PartlclpatlDii. 
11 
Partlolpatlon Is very important. There must be a minimum 
of human interaction and collective action for the formation 
of the group and at least this minimum must continue for and 
during the existence of the group. Some persons must partici­
pate to the extent that a group will be gotten together, some 
collective action taken to organize the association, legal 
status is obtained, money will be raised to finance the 
activity, decisions made in relation to policy and the members 
must patronize the association enough to make it worthwhile 
form themselves to continue. 
Some members In the present study were quite satisfied 
with almost every facet of their cooperative's activity. Yet, 
they did not help finance (other than the original membership 
fee), they did not help determine policy, and did not patronize 
it. A cooperative cannot continue to exist with this type of 
<*aatlsfled" member. 
Some members seem to know almost all the facts about their 
cooperative. Yet, they did not help finance, determine poHoy, 
or patronize their association. A cooperative cannot exist 
solely on the basis of this type of knowledge. Knowledge of 
facts alone is not the ultimate measure of enlightened or ef­
fective participation in cooperatives. 
These factors--knowledge of facts and aetisfaction~be-
comfl really important only when it is known that they lead to 
participation. Satisfaction and understanding of facts are 
mainly means to an end in view. That end in view is 
- 12 -
partlolpation. That tbese factors lead to participation is an 
assumption that has continually been mode in past research 
without a very systematic attempt being made to validate it. 
It is quite possible that there are other equally or more 
important factors affecting participation. It may also be 
found that these two are the most important, '^/hether or not 
they are important needs to be established. 
However, it is also recognized that pf^rticipation may 
take place without rational thought, some members may be 
sctive partioipants and not have much real knowledge or under­
standing of the cooperative or its functioning end without 
consciously assuming the responsibility of membership. It 
might not be to their best economic interest to participate 
at all or to the degree to which they may be now participating. 
Though some people are willing to accept and strive for "blind 
1 
loyalty** miuny cooperative leaders and educators are coming to 
put a higher value on rational participation. 
Thus there is pointed up a fourth area of cooperative 
research in which almost no work has been done. That area 
deals isith the understanding of basic cooperative theory and 
principles as a basis for rational particiipetion and attitudes 
^Though some people may accept participation as the end 
objective of cooperative activity the true educator cannot. 
The educator must impart factual information and stimulate 
clear thinking and develop understanding about cooperatives, 
their nature, methods of organization, functioning, and their 
role in the economy so that farmers, cooperative members, 
leaders and officials and the general public might develop 
understandings upon which rational decisions regarding 
- 13 -
toward oooparatlves. Though it Is not the main foous of this 
dissertation basic understanding haa been approaohed two ways: 
(1) an attempt has been made to include some items in the 
participation score designed to ascertain the existence or 
measure the extent to which rational thought (in the economic 
sense) Is a part of pertlcipetion and {Z) a score based on 
understanding of basic cooperative theory and principles has 
been developed end each member scored. Member pertlcipetion 
haa been analyzed in relation to this basic underntandlng. 
However, the mnjof focus of this dissertation is the 
study of member partlolpetlon In cooperative fictivitles— 
rational or otherwise. Personal and social chare,cterlstics 
of members, opinions, satisfaction, understanding of facts, 
and understanding of theory are analyzed In terms of whether 
or not and to what degree they ore associated itth participa­
tion In cooperatives. 
There Is o felt need for research in this area of 
participation In farmer oooporativee by the part of cooperatlro 
leaders end officials In IOWP. It is recognized that there 
must be at least a minimum of participation if cooperatives 
are going to exist. Lack of participation end differential 
participation are problems of constant concern to members, 
participation or nonpartlclpetion in cooperatives and public 
policies affecting cooperatives can be made. The educator 
Is Interested In meaningful or rational participation—not 
merely participation for participation's sake. 
14 
boards of directors and managers of cooperatives generally. 
Many questions are being constantly raised: '*Wlxy don't more 
farmers Join?" "'.vhy don't member a patronize more?" "ivhy 
won't members help finance?" "!;hat are the characteristics 
upon which the active and the inactive members in the cooper­
ative can be differentiated?" "Are the activities being 
carried on by the cooperative to get more active participation 
of members successful?" These and many other questions revolv­
ing around member relations are being raised. 
These questions may have Increased importance for Iowa. 
Iowa ranks among the first five states In the nation on the 
basis of the number of cooperatives, number of members and 
volume of business done with cooperatives. It is estimated 
that at least 70 per cent of Iowa farmers belong to one or 
more cooperatives. These marketing and pxircheslng coopera­
tives transact about a half billion dollars of business 
annually. Bulletin 379, Agricultural Cooperatives in Iowa; 
Farmers* Opinions and Community Belations, revealed that the 
general level of some forms of participation in Iowa coopera­
tives was very low. It pointed out that there were great 
differences in member understanding, opinions and participa­
tion in cooperatives. This dissertation attempts to answer 
more in detail some of the questions mentioned above, as well 
as some of the questions raised by Bulletin 379. 
- 18 -
purposes 
Thus the purposes of this dissertation may be described 
in the following terms. 
Major purpose: 
To determine some of the personal, social and economic 
characteristics of people and the charaoteristics of coopera-
tiyes and communities that are associated with different 
degrees of participation of people in farmer cooperatives. 
Minor purposes; 
1. To determine the degree to which research findings 
and generalizations from other geographic and subcultural 
areas, ranging from rural to urban situations and from formal 
voluntary associations in general, or sub classes of formal 
voluntary associations, apply to a specific type of formal 
voluntary association in a given geographic area, farmer 
cooperatives in Iowa. 
2, To suggest and test new hypotheses that may be useful 
to other research workers in the field of cooperatives or in 
general social participation research to the end that a more 
systematic body of knowledge may be built up dealing with 
social participation. 
The following general proposition is suggested in rela­
tion to the major objective and will be supported or not 
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auppoxted by the more speoiflo hypotheads to follow. There 
will be significant differences In participation In coopera­
tives when people are compared on the basis of selected 
personal, social and economic characteristics. 
The following proposition Is suggested In relation to 
the first minor objective: Research findings and generaliza­
tions from other geographic and subcultural areas, In a range 
of rural to urban situations and from formal voluntary associ­
ations In general, or subclasses of formal voluntary associ­
ations will apply to a specific type of formal association In 
a given gaographic area, farmer cooperatives In Iowa. 
The major assumption Involved in the dissertation is that 
methods and devices can be developed for measuring the degree 
of participation In cooperatives and that data can be obtained 
on the personal, social and economic characteristics of people 
and the characteristics of cooperatives and communities and 
analyzed In a scientific manner. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This section of the dissertation will not conforn to the 
customary pattern of review of literature. It is generally 
agreed that the purpose of the review of literature ia to 
acquaint the research worker with background, findings and 
methods in a given area of research so that he may scientifi­
cally delineate and approach his specific problem. This step 
has been taken in this dissertation. However, this author 
feels that the insights and data gained from the review of 
literature can more appropriately be placed in other sections 
of the dissertation than in the usual review of literature 
section. 
Perhaps the first function that a review of literature 
should perform is to help the author delineate his research 
problem. The review should give insights into whether or not 
this is a real problem, or whether other research has already 
handled this problem adequately. The review may point up areas 
where past research has been adequate, but also might give 
insights into additional areas that need more research, or in 
which there has been very little or no research. The review 
of literature for this dissertation has given such insit^hts. 
Basically these insights have been included in the introductlcn 
to the dissertation and the first section of the chapter on 
results. 
A part of the Intelligent approach to one*s problem is to 
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review the literature for methodology that has been productive 
or that might be adapted to the apeolflc problem at hand. 
This has been done. The findings from the review of literature 
In relation to methodology will be found In the section on 
methods and procedures. In particular, past attempts to de­
velop participation measures were reviewed and related to the 
development of a participation score for cooperative members. 
Another step in any review of literature is to review and 
evaluate the logic behind the setting up of hypotheses used in 
past research. In addition past hypotheses and generalizations 
as well as suggested hypotheses for testing can also be ob­
tained from the review. This has been done. However, rather 
than include these findings here in the review of literature 
they will become an integral part of setting up the many hy­
potheses to be tested and will be found in the dissertation 
where the specific hypothesis is tested. 
It is felt that the author has a responsibility to his 
reader to give some minimum information about the research 
cited so the reader can Judge the adequacy and validity of the 
data cited. An attempt has been made to meet this responsi­
bility by including a short descriptive paragraph with each 
Important citation in the appendices. For each research 
cited the following information, if available, has been given: 
objectives of the study, sampling methods, number and general 
charaoteristios of the respondents, date of field work, locale 
of the study, how participation was measured and the factors 
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that wore analyzed In relation to partioipatlon. This Infor­
mation Is to be found In the appendices. 
One additional function of the review of literature aeo-
tion may be to bring the reader up to date on reseeroh in this 
field. An attempt has been made to do this in the broad field 
of participation research in the introduction. The section on 
methodology will trace the development of measvires for both 
general and cooperative participation. 
Thus it should be evident that the review of llterat\u'6 
has been completed by the author. However, as indicated above, 
the data and insights gained from the review have been placed 
at the various designated places in the dissertation in such a 
manner that it is hoped that the review of literature will 
more adequately perform its true function. 
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METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
Sample 
The sample used In this dissertation was gathered for 
three main purposes: (1) to determine the understanding, 
opinions, actions and participation of Iowa farmers toward 
cooperative principles, practices, policies and toward coop­
eratives in general; (2} to determine the relationships be­
tween these understandings, opinions, actions and participa­
tion and other selected personal and social cheracteristica of 
the farmers; (3) to explore the relationships between coop­
eratives and the communities in which they are located. The 
present dissertation is concerned mainly with a limited seg­
ment of the second purpose, that is, the relation of partici­
pation to selected personal and social characteristics of 
farmers. 
Four main factors were thought to bear a direct relation 
to the three main purposes stated above. These factors were 
taken into consideration in choosing the population to be 
studied. 
The first factor was size of community. It was felt that 
the size of the community and its center might affect the 
cooperative in its relationship to its members and to the 
community as a whole. Iowa townships are reasonably uniform in 
geographic size and in number of farm population so that vari­
ations in township population generally reflect variations in 
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the population of centers In the township. The size of com­
munities in the state also bears a significant relationship to 
the size of centers, since the data used to measure the fovr 
factors were available by townships and not in all cases for 
incorporated community centers, township data were used. In 
choosing the sample communities, upper and lower limita were 
set to include townships in which there were incorporated com­
munity centers with populations between 250 and 5,000. The 
upper limit was set for three main reasons: (1) the cost 
Involved in doing a comprehensive community analysis of com­
munities larger than 5,000 would have been prohibitive, (2) 
the economic and social relations within a larger community 
would probably have been so complex that an attempt to measure 
the effect of a single organization such as a cooperative would 
have been difficult, and (3) it was felt that the exclusion of 
these few larger communities would not impair to any marked 
degree the picture of rural Iowa communities and their cooper­
atives. The lower limit was set for two main reasons: (1} to 
assure a minimum-sized community organized around several 
institutions, not a single institution, which would facilitate 
comparison of communities in the sample, and (2) to assure a 
sample for which certain secondary data were available. The 
data actually used ware populations of tovmshlps, 1940, in 
which the community centers of the prescribed size were locataA. 
The second factor was the nationality background of 
persons living in the community. It was thought that there 
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might be a difference in understanding of and opinions about 
oooperatives between lova farmers living in communities with 
a high percentage of foreign-born or native-born of foreign 
or mixed parentage and those living in comiminitles composed 
mostly of residents with native-born parents. The date used 
were the percentages of the total population which were 
foreign-born and native-born of foreign or mixed parentage, 
for townships in 1930, which was the lost year for which such 
data were available. 
The third factor was level of living. It was felt that 
level of living might affect the presence of cooperetives in 
communities as well as membership in cooperatives and under­
standing of and opinions about cooperatives. The data used 
were the farm operator level of living Indexes for Iowa town­
ships in 1945. 
The fourth factor was the number of organized coopera­
tives doing business in the community center. The main 
reason for the use of this factor was to assure a sample of 
ooramunities that would provide an opportunity to compare com­
munities in which there were cooperatives with communltlea in 
which there were no cooperatives. It was also desired that 
communities Aith different numbers of cooperetives in their 
centers be included in the sample. 
All the Iowa communities whose centers were Incorporated 
places with a population in 1940 between 250 and 5,000 were 
classified according to the four factors mentioned: (1) 
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population, (a) 250 to 1,249, (b) 1,250 to 5,000; (2) per cent 
foreign born for the township in which center was located, (a) 
less than 24 per cent, (b) 84 per cent or grenter; (3) town­
ship level of living, (a) 166 nnd below, (b) 167 and above; 
and (4) nvunber of cooperatives in the center, (o) none, (b) 
one to three, and (c) four or more. This resulted in 24 
classes (2x2x2x3), two of which were empty and were combined 
with a third, lithin each final class one community center 
was taken at random, there being a total of 22 in the sample. 
(See Figure 1.) This procedure of sampling insured a higher 
frequency of association between community characteristics 
and the four factors than in the case of a completely random 
sample. It also has the property that the probability that 
each place in the population occurs in the sample is Icnown. 
Field Procedure 
Having chosen the 22 villages and towns that were to com­
prise the sample community centers, actual community boundaries 
had to be determined. This was accomplished by first referring 
to the grocery trade area map of the State of Iowa prepared in 
1935 by the Iowa state Planning Board. These boundaries were 
closely checked with local grocers and other community members 
at the time of this study. The judgment of these people was 
substantially confirmed at the time the schedules were taken. 
Vithin each community 25 farmers were interviewed. These 
HANLON 
ROCK ALLEY FLOTO 
0 
vOLGfi City 
FARLEY 
I^IKERTL DAYTON © GALVA 
GARRlSOff 
© GRAND JUNCTION KLRON 
BETTENOQHF RUNMEL5 
WAUKE£ 
PLEASANT 
GRAVITY MORAVIA SHAMSAOGH 
I - I 
Figure 1. 
• COMWYNITV CENTERS OF 250-999 POPULATION 
# COMMUNITY CENTERS QF lOOO" 5000 
QCOMMUNITY HAVING AT LEAST ONE COOPERATIVE IN THEIR CENTER 
Locat icn ,  s i se  nnd ty^e  cf  conir tuni t ies  in  the  sample  
ro 
25 -
Interviewees were chosen on the basis of a systematic ordering 
sohente in which the farmers were ordered on the basis of their 
geographic location in each surveyed section within the com­
munity boundaries. Vithin this systematic ordering every nth 
farmer was drawn, the n being determined by dividing the num­
ber of farmsteads in the given community by 25, the number of 
interviewees desired. The first interviewee drawn in each conw 
munity was determined by random number within the intervol n. 
jJembers of cooperotivos and nonmembers alike were interviewed 
but different schedules were used for each. 
This procedure resulted in 546 farmers being interviewed. 
There were 278 nonmembers and 268 members. The 266 members 
belonged to 83 different cooperntives located in 65 different 
oomnunit ie s. 
Two Interviewers, one of which was the author, took most 
of the schedules. The study had a high degree of acceptance 
with the farmer population in the sanqple. There was less than 
one per cent refusal. The length of the schedule, particularly 
the member schedule, made It necessary to follow the schedule 
closely throughout the interview. However, the interviewers 
found that this did not prevent them from developing and main­
taining a high degree of rapport with the interviewee. The 
interviewers carefully refrained from expressing their own at­
titude toward cooperatives, both during and after the inter­
view, in order that the immediate interviewee as well as other 
farmers in the coxmnunity with whom the interviewer would later 
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oome In oontaot would not modify responsea In any way. The 
interviewers recorded their impressions of general oharaoter-
ifltics and attitudes of the interviewee that they thought 
might make answers to the formal questions more meaningful. 
Introduction to the Analysis of the Data 
The data were coded and punched on IBM cards. Straight 
tabular or survey analysis was completed with very little orCBS 
olasalflcatlon or determination of significant difference being 
attempted. As a result of this analysis Agricultural Experi­
ment Station Bulletin 379, Agricultural Cooperatives in Iowa; 
farmers* Opinions and Community Relations, was published in 
1951. 
Additional steps were taken to make it possible to more 
adequately analyze the data in terms of the second general 
objective of the project—determining the relationship between 
the understanding, opinions, actions and participation and 
other selected personal and social characteristics of farmers. 
A.n attempt was made to combine the data on understanding, 
opinions, actions and participation into logical classes and 
reduce them to quantitative terms. Thus it was hoped that the 
analysis would be strengthened and at the same time simplified. 
Foxir quantitative measures or scores were developed that at­
tempt to measure: (1) member understanding of basic coopera­
tive theory and principles, (2) member knowledge of facts 
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about hlfl oooperatlre, (3) member satlsfaotion with hia ooop-
eratlye, and (4) member participation In his cooperative. It 
is with the last score, participation, that this dissertation 
is mainly concerned. The development of the score will be 
explained more in detail in a subsequent section. 
Much of the data on members had to be recorded and the 
four scores for each member were tabulated. Some additional 
data were secured from the cooperatives in the sample on their 
educatlonol programs. All of these data were punched on IBM 
cards. Tho data were then tabulated and appropriate statisti­
cal techniques of Chi square, analysis of variance, correla­
tion and regression were used to: (1) determine the signifi­
cant differences bativeen members and non-members when analyzed 
on the basis of selected characteristics and (2) determine 
personal and social characteristics of people, characteristics 
of cooperatives and communities that were associated with dif­
ferential participation in cooperatives as measured by the 
participation score. 
y 
Measurement of Social Participation 
Sociologists have systematically concerned themselves 
with the phenomena by mieans of which people associate with eaoh 
other and share in group activities. A lerge share of this 
research has come to be called social participation research. 
iiS indicated in the introduction, most of the research has 
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dealt with formal voluntary aaaoolatlons ond with general 
participation rather than partioipetion in a specific type of 
formal association. A first stop in developing quantitative 
measures of participation in cooperatives night well be the 
examination of past attempts to n-eaaure social participation. 
Stuart chapin is one of the first to attempt systemati­
cally to describe and quantify soeiel participation. As 
early as 1924 Chapin wrote, 
There is a direct correlation between the 
number of groups that the average person may belong 
to and the intensity of his participation in each 
group activity as indicated by such objective facts 
as regularity of attendance, membership on commit­
tees and finencial support.^ 
Here Chapin auggasts msusureirent of such objective par­
ticipation facts as regularity of attendance, committee mem­
berships, and financial support. 
In 1926 Chapin auggeetec that, 
A rough measure of the volume of social 
stimuli may be had by counting the number of 
different ootivities an individual participates 
in (within a unit of time) Aith supplementary 
facts on the nxuuber of executive positions held 
within range of these activities.® 
Chapin also suggests that intensity of participation in 
group activity is indicated by the number of executive or ad­
ministrative positions held such as president, vice president, 
^F. 3tuart Cha,)ln. Leadership and group action. Jl. Ap­
plied Soc. 8: 141-146. 1924. In F. Stuart Chapin. Measur­
ing tho volume of social stimuli; a study In social psychology. 
Social Forces. 4: 179-195. 1926. p. 485. 
^Ibid., p. 479. 
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taoretarles, treasurer, membership on oabinets, oounolls and 
1 
ooomittees. 
About this aame time Hawthorn reported work done previ­
ously in which he had attempted to measure socialization in 
terms of "exposures, participations or social contacts." Haw­
thorn defined social contacts as the exposure or contact of a 
person, for approximately one hour, to an event or situation 
2 
which has socializing value. The main contribution of Haw­
thorn is participation in terms of the amount of time. He 
dealt with participation, or social contects, in various types 
of activities such as religious, educational, musical, social 
and recreational. 
Hypes reports the use of a similar device in 1927. He 
calls it the "individual-hours of attendance" and defines it 
as simply the clock-hours of time an individual or group 
spends in a given social activity. Hypes stated that the real 
significance of the individual-hour as a unit of measure rests 
essentially upon the significance of the time element in 
primary group associations. He stated that, 
Modern education and modern methods of trans­
portation and commiinicatlon have so widened the 
average individual* s socio-economic horizons and 
have so multiplied his interests and wants, that 
the group activity that con outbid all others in 
commanding his physical presence becomes a signif­
icant indicator, not only of the nature of his 
^Ibid., p. 489. 
^Horace Boies Hawthorn. The sociology of rural life* 
N. Y., Century Co. 1926. p. 71-78. 
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Interests, but of his standard of ethics as 
well. . . .Voluntary personal attendance, then, 
shows choice of activity, and time voluntarily 
spent In such activity measures Interest therein 
more accurately and objectively, perhaps, than 
any other single measure yet devised.^ 
In 1926 Chapln reported the quantification of several 
2 
elements of participation. About 40 executives In the social 
agencies of the Twin Cities were asked to put the following 
elements in their order of the importance as evidence of 
participation in group activity: membership, contributions, 
attendance, committee membership and official positions in 
clubs, organizations, and community ectivitles. T^eplies of 
these executives showed a clear majority in favor of the fol­
lowing order beginning with the least Important evidence of 
participation In group activities: (1) mombership, (2) at­
tendance, (3) contributions, (4) membership on committees, and 
(5) positions as an officer, Chapln used this order and as­
signed arbitrary weights corresponding to the numbers above to 
3 
each element of participation. 
James Lowell Hypes. Social participation in a rural New 
England town. N, Y., Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, 
Columbia University. 1927. p. 7-8. 
^The word "element" is used here to describe the compo­
nent parts of participation. Such terms as indices, traits, 
characteristics, dimensions, criteria as well as element have 
been used to describe the component parts that go to make up 
participation scores. The term element is thought to be most 
descriptive by the author. 
^ ®F. Stuart Chapln. A quantitative scale for rating the 
home and social environment of middle class femllies in an 
urban community: a first approximation to the measurement of 
socio-economic status. Jl. of Ed, Psychology. 19; 100-101. 
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Hay obtained the same ranking as Chapln when he asked 
25 leaders in Oneida County, New York, to rate these same 
1 
elements of participation in 1947. 
These elements of membership—attendance, contributions, 
membership on committees and position as an officer—as used 
and weighted by the Chapin scale have been used by many re-
2 
searchers since their development. 
Others have used the same elements but have weighted or 
3 
used them in a slightly different way. 
In 1929 Kirkpatrick and others developed a participation 
index. They stated that participation in organization activ­
ities consists of five forms or elements, 
These are affiliation, in terms of regular 
contacts; attendance, in terms of number of meet­
ings or total hours per year; contributions in 
the form of money, food and appearance on programs; 
1928. See F. Stuart Chapin. Social participation and social 
intelligence. Amer. soc. Rev. 4: 158. 1939. for a discus­
sion of the reliability and validity of the scale. 
^Hay, A scale for the measurement of social participation 
of rural households, p. 286. 
^See for example Ibid., p. 286; Selz C. A'ayo and C. Paul 
Iviarsh. Social oa rticipation in the rural community. Amer. Jl. 
Soc. 55: 243-248. 1951; Hay, Social participation of indi­
viduals in four rural communities of the Northeast, p. 127-
136; Anderson, Family social participation and social status 
self-ratings, p. 253-258; and '.V. A. Anderson and Hans H. Plam-
beck. The social participation of farm families. N. Y. 
(Ithaca) Agr. Sxp. 3ta. Dept. i^ural Goc. Mimeo. Bui. 8. 1943. 
®See for example A. R. Mangus and Howard R. Cottam. 
Level of living, social participation and adjustment of Ohio 
farm people. Ohio Agr. Exp. Sta. Bui. 624. 1941; and D. E. 
Lindstrom. Forces affecting participation of farm people in 
rural organization. 111. Agr. Exp. Sta. Bui. 423. 1936. 
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oomnlttee work, serving on a oommlttae for one or 
more meetings; and leadership, the holding of an 
office during the year.^ 
An index was developed from the averages computed for all 
the individuals for the different elements of participation. 
The average for each element was used in obtaining a common 
base, a participation level or plane from which the relative 
variation of the corresponding averages for separate groups of 
families could be ascertained. Some slight changes and round-
ings gave the following values: 100 points for each affilia­
tion with an organization, 100 points for each meeting attend­
ing, 100 points for each contribution, 25 points for each 
B 
service on a committee and 75 points for each office held. 
There have been other attempts to measure participation. 
More recently Lindstrom again attempted measurement on the 
3 
basis of the amount of time people spent in participation. 
Though he does not go into detail, Kaufman suggests that, 
"Perhaps the best single index of participation would be mem­
bership classified as to degree of activity such as inactive, 
4 
moderately active, very active." 
^E. L. Kirkpatrick and others. Rural organizations and tte 
farm family. 'Vise. Agr. Exp. Sta. Res. Bui. 96. 1929. p» 8-
9. 
^Ibid., p. 8-9. 
^Lindstrom, op. cit., p. 105-107. 
^Kaufman, participation in organized activities in se­
lected Kentucky localities, p. 42. 
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Gtoldhcuner used the following as hia elomanta of partici­
pation: number of associations belonged to, frequency of at­
tendance, number of asaociations in which offlcerships are 
held, length of time memberships have been held, amount paid 
annually In association dues and fees, and type of association 
1 
belonged to. 
E 
Mayo and I^rsh have recently reported on research that 
may suggest yet another element of participation. They have 
analyzed participation from the point of view of the locality 
group. They have measured the varying degrees of participa­
tion within the locality of residence and outside the locality 
of residence both in terms of neighborhoods and communities* 
They have related selected personal and social characteristics 
to this participation element of locality. 
One of the most recent measuring devices was developed by 
Duncan and Artis. They state that it is not a rigorously 
standardized and calibrated instrximent and describe it as a 
device for rou^ quantification. 
For each organization score: 
0 if no history of membership 
1 if member in the past but have now dropped member­
ship 
^Goldhamer, Some factors affecting participation in 
voluntary associations, p. 14* 
^Jflayo and Marsh, op. clt., p. 44-45. This element may be 
Important in cooperative participation as It relates to par­
ticipation in cooparatlv© activities within the community or 
immediate trade area of the local cooperative as well as par­
ticipation outside the community or trade area in the regional 
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2 if now a member but has not attended meetings In 
the last year 
3 if now an active member and had attended within 
the last year 
4 if a past officer of the organization but now 
inactive 
5 if a past officer and still active and had attended 
within last year 
6 if an officer in the present year 
The total score for an individual is the sum of 
the scores for all organizations.^ 
The Chapin and other scales have been used mainly to at­
tempt to measure social participation in formal voluntary 
associations in general. However, it is quite possible that 
when attempts are made to measure participation in specific 
formal voluntary associations different devices or weights may 
need to be developed or old devices may have to bo modified. 
These criteria for measurement may be adequate for seme types 
of formal voluntary associations within the broad ulaasifica-
tion of economic formal voluntary associations. They probably 
would be adequate to measure participation in say a chaiaber of 
commerce. However, there may be sane other types of associa­
tions within this broad economic classification for which the 
existing elements euid scales would not be adequate. ITor in­
stance Rose discussed the elements that constitute participa­
tion in labor unions in the following terms: 
or wholesale cooperative. These may complement each other or 
may be in conflict with each other. The characteristics of 
those who participate in the community or trade area may difldr 
from those who participate outside. 
Duncan and Artis, op. oit., p. 35. 
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Partloipatlon ia measured by members* atate-
meiita speolfylng their attendance at union meetinga, 
apeaking up at these meetings, estiioation of interest 
in union aotiTities, preferences for attending meet­
ings as compared to attending non-union social func­
tions, supporting negotiating committees during 
periods of contract negotiation, reading and under­
standing the contracts- and serving on picket lines 
during time of strike,^ 
There seem to be additional elements of participation 
that apparently apply to labor unions. 
This leads to the questioning of the adequacy of existing 
aooial participation measuring devices when applied to farmer 
cooperatives, 
A prior point that probably needs consideration is an 
examination of research on farmer cooperatives to determine 
what elements have been used to measure participation in coop­
eratives, The most obvious element in this area had dealt 
with membership or non-membership in cooperatives. Numerous 
2 
studies have discussed this aspect of participation. 
^Arnold M, Rose. Union solidarity, Minneapolis, Univ. 
Minn, Press. 195S, p, 46, 
K, Stern. Membership problems in a milk marketing 
organization. Penn. Agr. Exp. 3tQ. Bui. J556. 1930; J, K. 
Stern, Membership problems in farmers' cooperative purchasing 
associations, Penn, Agr. Kxp, Sta. Bui. 268. 1031; J, K, 
Stern and II, F. Doran, Farmers support of cooperatives. Penn, 
Agr. Exp. Sta, Bui, 505, 1948; M, "E, John. Factors influenc­
ing farmers' attitudes toward a cooperative marketing organiza­
tion. Penn. Agr. T5xp. Sta. Bui. 457, 1943; Y. A. Anderson and 
Dwight Sanderson, Membership relations in cooperative organi­
zation, N. Y. (Ithaca) Agr. Exp. Sta. Dept. Rural Soc. Mimeo. 
Bui. 9. 1943; Duane Gibson, Membership relations of farmers' 
marketing organizations in New York state. Unpublished Ph.D. 
Thesis. Ithaca, N. Y., Cornell University Library. 1940; 
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Attendanoe at meetings Is an element of participation 
1 
that has also been used. A third element, more or less 
unique to cooperatives, Is patronage or per cent of business 
done with the cooperative, and some studies have dealt with 
a 
this. Another type of activity that may be closely related 
to participation Is "boosting the organization**. Two studies 
3 
have dealt briefly with this element. The author has not 
been able to find any research on farmer cooperatives that 
deals directly with financial contributions as an element 
4 
related to differential cooperative participation. Voting 
and J. Edwin Losey, Membership relations of cooperetive 
purchasing associations. Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis. Ithaca, 
N. Y., Cornell University Library. 1940. 
^See all authors listed directly above and in addition: 
A. W. McKuy. Members knowledge and attitudes—calavo growers 
of California. U. S. Dept. Agr., farm Credit ;^dm. Circular C 
137. 1950 and Gerald 5!. Korzan. Member attitude toward co­
operatives. Ore. Agr. Kxp. 3ta. Bui. 509. 195S. 
^See Stern, Membership problems in farmers' cooperative 
purchasing associations; Stern and Doran, op. clt.; Anderson 
and Sanderson, op. clt.; Losey, op. clt.; and George F. Hen-
ning and Sari B. Poling. Attitudes toward cooperative 
marketing. Ohio Agr. T.xp. Sta. Bui. 606. 1939. 
^Anderson and Sanderson, op. clt., and vStern, Membership 
problems in farmers* cooperative purchasing associations. 
A 
For a general discussion of this element from the point 
of view of different cooperatives, see Frank Robotka and 
Gordon C. Laughlin. Cooperative organization of Iowa farmers* 
creameries. U. S. Dept. Agr., Farm Credit Adm. Bui. 14. 
1937. 
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on major policy declalona has also been treated as a dimension 
1 
of participation. 
However, despite the niimber of studies related to these 
elements of participation in cooperatives there has been al­
most no attempt to integrate these into any kind of score or 
meaningful whole. In most cases these elements have been used 
as the independent variable to predict member understanding of 
facts or satisfaction. In all cases the elements of participer 
tion have played a minor role in the total analysis. 
Stern in his 1948 study probably had done the most com­
plete Job of dealing with these elements. He utilized meas­
ures that dealt with per cent of business done, meeting at­
tendance, holding office, voting on policy decisions and 
whether or not the member helped organize the cooperstive. 
Though Stern did not attempt to combine these diraensiona, he 
found that, "In almost every case there was a positive corre­
lation between the use which membera made of their cooperatives 
and their participation in other membership activities of the 
2 
organization, 
In brief summary, the review of literature shows that the 
following elements have been used in past conceptualization 
and research in analyzing participation in formal voluntary 
associations: 
^See stern and Doran, op. cit. 
^Ibid., p. 11-13. 
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X »  membership in the past but now dropped 
2. offloershlp in pest but now dropped membership 
3. membership in the organizetlon at the present time 
4. whether or not member helped organize the essooiation 
5. frequency of attendance at meetings 
6. contributions of money 
7. contributions of food 
8. appearances on programs 
9. speaking up at meetings 
10. membership on committees, councils, cabinets, etc. 
11. chairmanship of committees, councils, cabinets, etc. 
12. holding office (apart from those above) 
13. amount of time spent on work related directly to the 
association 
14. length of time membership has been held 
15. serving on picket line 
16. patronizing the association (in the sense of buying 
or selling at coop) 
17. voting on major policy decisions 
18. boosting the organization (probably a type of infor­
mal participation) 
19. participation within or outside of locality of 
residence 
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Possible Extension of the Area of Measurement 
Duncan end Artis have brought e new concept into social 
participation reseercb. They are in basic agreement with 
other research workers that participetion is e matter of de­
gree or on a continuum from no participation to a high degree 
of participation. However, most of the past research has set 
actually becoming a member as one end of the continuum or the 
threshold over which people must pass before they ere consid­
ered to be participating in a mefinursble feahion. Duncan and 
Artla suggest in their score that past membership may be a 
degree of p£rticipatlon and past officershlp e higher degree 
of jiitrticipation. This suggests the lengthening of the con­
tinuum to include a wider range of differing degrees of par­
ticipation. 
This concept is given reel meaning when one analyzes the 
sample with which this dissertation deals. The vast majority 
of farmers have heard of cooperatives and most of them have 
formed attitudes about them. In terms of the answers given on 
the schedules it might be assumed that these members may be 
placed at various points, or areas, along the continuum. They 
have heard much or little about the cooperatives and they have 
formed different attitudes and in some cases have committed 
certain actions in relation to the cooperatives. 
It might be possible to place these people on the continu­
um on the basis of "covert" as well as "overt" participation. 
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Ninety per eent cf the farmers interviewed said that they were 
not opposed to oooperatlvea. However, ten per cent said they 
were. The following tablo gives the reeaon that the ten per 
oent, or 29 members, wers opposed. These reasons are listed 
Table 1. Reasons given by noniaezbbers for being opposed to 
oooperativas. 
Number Per ceit 
Total number of nomaembers 278 100 .0 
Nuiaber who said they were not opposed to 
oooperatives 249 89 .6 
Number who were opposed to cooperatives 29 10 .4 
Reasons for being opposed 
1. Cooperative controls entire local 
raarlcet - monopolistic 11 
2. Opposed, but no reason nas given 6 
3, Cooperatives do not pay folr shore of 
taxes 4 
4. Afraid of the financial structure of 
cooperative 2 
5. Do not like cooperative nanageraent 1 
6. Farnrers should not go into business 1 
7. Farmers jshould form only purchasing 
oooperatives 1 
8. Cooperatives are too much like communism 1 
9. Cooperatives are too much like socialism 1 
10. Cooperatives can operate no more effi­
ciently than non-cooporatives so should 
not be formed 1 
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to Indicate that people may be placed on the continuum even 
within this general segment, opposed to cooperatives, of the 
continuum. 
Although only 10 per cent said they were opposed to 
cooperatives, 23 per cent said they would not Join the coop­
erative under any circvunstances. Five per cent did not know 
whether they would Join a cooperative or not. The remaining 
72 per cent said they would Join a cooperative and the circum­
stances under which they would Join are listed in Table 2. 
Eighteen per cent of those farmers who were not at the 
present time members of cooperatives hod been members in the 
past. Their reasons for dropping out are not known. 
At the time of the study 31 per cent of the nonmembers 
were doing some business with a cooperative. 
Thus there may be a broad area of participation before 
the actual threshold of present membership is passed. Just 
where these various degrees of "participation" should be 
placed on the continuum is not known for sure but the follow­
ing figure may illustrate the general conceptual framework 
suggested. 
It is recognized that within each of these general areas 
on the continuum there will probably be differential partici­
pation. Those who are opposed to cooperatives might be placed 
in relation to the reason given for opposition and the 
intensity of the feeling. The same consideration of degree 
would also apply to those who are favorable to cooperatives. 
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Table 2. Stated olroiunstanoes under which nonmembers would 
join a oooperatlve. 
Number Per cent 
Total nonmembers 276 
«7ould not Join cooperative under any 
clroumstances 63 
Do not know if they would Join a cooperative 15 
Would Join a cooperetive under the following 
oiroumstancea 200 
1. If available and managed right 58 
2. If they were sure it would save them 
money 44 
3« Were planning to Join 18 
4, Might Join, but could not state 
circumstances 12 
5. If the cooperatives were more convenient 11 
6» If the individual dealt in larger volume 11 
7. If the cooperative was really needed 
8. If non-cooperative businesses got "out 
of line" 
9* If the cooperatives carried what he 
wanted to buy 
10. If the cooperative approached him 
11. If couldn't purchase supplies any place 
else 
12. If did not already have personal rela­
tionship with non-cooperative dealer 
13. If the members were not liable for debts 
of the cooperative 
9 
8 
5 
5 
4 
4 
3 
100.0 
22.7 
5.4 
71.9 
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Table 2. (Continued) 
Number Per cent 
14. If did not feel obligated to 
trade there 100 per cent 3 
15. If knew more about cooperatives 3 
16. ether 2 
Identity or "we-feeling" may also be a oovert aspect of parti­
cipation* 
The lower range of the participation continuum suggested 
here may be of real importance to cooperative leaders interest­
ed in obtaining additional members and having general accept-* 
ance of the cooperative as a legitimate form of Dusiness. It 
would also appear to have implications for cooperative educa­
tors in determining where given types of educational informa­
tion and attempts to gain understanding could be most purpose­
fully directed. 
'Jhile the importance of this framework is recognized it 
was not felt that it could be incorporated into the present 
study for three main reasons; (1) the data available were not 
adequate to place all nonmambers on any such continuum, (2) 
the available funds were not adequate to meet the additional 
expense of recording and tabulation, and (3) the major focus 
of this study was on overt member participation rather than 
possible degrees of nonmember participation. 
Opposed Would Don*t know Not 
to not if they opposed 
coops Join are opposed to coop 
coop to coops 
Would Join 
coops under 
varying 
circiunstanoes 
were Nbw doing 
members business 
in the with coop 
X>ast 
Now 
member 
(Usual 
scor­
ing 
beyond 
this 
point) 
Figure 2. Theoretical construct of lower range of participation continuum. 
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However, date were aralleble in coded form that made 
posaible the treatment of all nonmembera as a category. Thus 
noxunembers end members can be compared on the basis of certain 
selected characteristics. It la recognized that arbitrarily 
splitting data nt a given point and comparing the two portions 
may not be good research method. On the other hand, becoming 
a member ia really an important step in participation. It 
might be argued that this ia a necessary threshold that must 
be passed before additional pBrticipation can take place. 
The decision was made to attempt to determine if there 
were personal and social characteristics upon which members 
and nonmembers could be differentiated as groups. 
The next step in methodology was to analyze cooperatives 
for unique characteristics and attempt to develop a member 
cooperative participation score. 
Unique Elements of Participation in Farmar -
Cooperatives 
A previous section pointed out that various functional 
classes and subtypes within those classes might be different 
elements of participation. The labor study of Rose and the 
elements of participation he used 7jere given aa an example. 
One of the more or less unique characteristics of farmer 
cooperatives that might suggest unique elements of participa­
tion is the mainly economic character of cooperatives. A 
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point of departure might be to analyze the cooperative from 
the economic point of view end determine what participation 
elements are explicit and implicit because of its economic 
nature. 
In economic terms a cooperative may be tho\ight of as an 
association of firms or housaholda organized for business 
purposes. These participating firms agree to conduct coordi-
netely or jointly some activity common to thorc. This agree­
ment runs multileterelly pmong "the pe.rticipating firms, rather 
thau between each of the firms end the Joint ectivity as such. 
The cooperative association consists of the sum total of the 
multilateral agreementa anong the participating firms. These 
participating firms must function as an economic team or 
group in relation to their coordinated activity. 
Another aspect of cooperstive notlvity is that when this 
group of individual firms form a cooperstive association they 
agree mutually to set up a plant ttnd operate it Jointly as an 
Integral part of each of their Individual firma. The cooper­
ative has no economic life or purpose beyond thtt of the par-
1 
ticipating economic units. 
In economic terms business in a private enterprise sys­
tem is organized and conducted through economic units. In 
*1 
The above description is baaed on an accnomic cmnlyais 
of cooperatives from niohard Phillips. Economic nature of the 
cooperative association. Jl. Farm moon. 35; 74-78. 1953. 
Phillips has based much of Ills theory on the worjcs of Frank 
Robotka and Ivan Emellanoff. 
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produotlon the eoonoxnlo unit Is the firm. In ultimate oon-
Bumptlon it is the household. 
The firm is conoeived of as a sovereign eoonomlo unit 
within which productive resources are allooeted and utilized 
for production of economic goods and services. Every firm has 
its entrepreneur who is the residual owner and controls the 
firm's decisions^ bears the uncertointles of the firm and its 
operation, and receives the residual profits or losses result­
ing from these operations. 
Thus in strictly economic terms it is correct to speak of 
farmer cooperatives as associations of participating firms. 
However, since it is the entrepreneurs who make the decisions 
for the firms, it is also obvious that one is immediately 
forced to talk in terms of participating entrepreneurs as per­
sons. As stated by Phillips, these entrepreneurs operating as 
a group must make decisions and function In accordance with 
the multilateral agreements which govern their Joint undertak­
ing. This group of entrepreneurs is not only responsible for 
the decision but, as individual members of the group, will 
have to abide by those decisions and use the plant, accept 
responsibilities to finance, bear costs and risks and also 
share the benefits if any. They of course have the right to 
withdraw from the association. 
In most cases the entrepreneurs of the firms making up 
farmer cooperative associations of Iowa are Individual farm 
operators, or In some cases the farm family may be considered 
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as th6 entrepreneurial unit and the head of the fai&ily es its 
representative In the oooperative. The farm operator, in the 
main, is the entrepreneur. It has been fairly well established 
that these opercitor entrepreneurs do not have equal Innate 
oapaoities nor have they developed comparable abilities to 
make economic decisions to maximize the profits cf the firm for 
which they are entrepreneurs. Nor is it realistic to assume 
that these operator entrepreneurs have equal facts upon which 
to base their decisions nor do they have comparable labor, 
capital, and physical resources at their disposal. Tlven if 
the entrepreneurs were equal in the foregoing respects they 
might make quite different entrepreneurial decisions depending 
on what their values, objectives and goals might be. Many of 
these values and goals may not be in the pure assumed economlo 
framework of maximization of profits. 
Thus it would appear that there might be great differen­
tial participation in the cooperative associations by different 
firms, thrcugli thoir entrepreneurs as persons, due to the 
factors mentioned above. It seems realistic to analyze par­
ticipation in relation to the personal and social cheraoteris-
1 
tics of the entrepreneurs--here called members. 
^Another very important framework of analysis not attack­
ed directly in this dissertation is that of optimum participa­
tion, in the economic sense, of the firm in the cooperative 
association. Most of the past social participation research 
has not set up any framework to attempt to analyze optimum par­
ticipation. Past research seems to have taken one of two ap­
proaches to measurement of participation. In one case no 
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A quotation from Phillips Indicates the aoolologloel or 
group nature of oooperatlve asaoclatlona from the economic 
point of Tlew es well as some of the major elements oT eoonomlo 
participation. 
'/1th respect to the coordinated activity, 
each partlcipeting entrepreneur must secrlflce 
some of his * rugged Individualism* and agree to 
become one member of en economic team. He must 
submit to team decision, ea determined by the 
majority of the individual members of the team, 
even though these decisions mev sometimes conflict 
with his Inaividuel interests.^ 
And then speaking of the "economic reletionships of mem­
bers'* as they relate to their participation in economic ac­
tivities of the cooperative, Philllpe contlnuee: 
These economic relationships among member 
firms arising from their joint operation of a com­
mon plant have to ao with (1) the use made of the 
plant, (2) the decision making regarding the plant 
and its operation. (3) the financial responsibility 
for the plant, (4) the fixed and variable costs of 
operating tLeir plant, (5) the uncertainties in 
connection with the plant and its operations, and 
(6) the economic benefits (positive and negative) 
which occur from operating this joint plant. 
attempt is made to place any value Judgment on the amount of 
participation but the objective has been merely to measure the 
amount of participation. On the other hand studios seem to 
imply that no participation is bad and that the more participa­
tion the better. Thus in the second case the optimum partici­
pation, as yet not specified, is more than anyone at the pres­
ent time is participating. 'Jithln the strictly economic frame­
work of profit maximization of the individual firms there is a 
basis for the analysis of optimum participntion in cooperatives. 
However, the problem of the measurement of optimum participa­
tion when noneconomic factors also are taken into considera­
tion is an area of research that must be attacked* 
^Richard Phillips. Economic nature of the cooperative 
association. Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis. Ames, Iowa, Iowa 
State College Library. 1952. p. 316. 
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The cooperating firms are faced with two questions 
ooncernlng each of these relationships: (1) what 
specific group is responsible for each? and (2) how 
are they to be shared among members of the group? 
The responsible group is obviously the sum of the 
entrepreneurs of the Indlviduel firms that are 
operating the plant jointly. No other group can be 
expected to use the plant, to exercise control over 
it, to assume the financial responsibility for it, to 
bear the costs In connection with it, to shoulder the 
consequences arising from uncertainties in connection 
with it, or to partake of the economic benefits of 
the Joint plant,^ 
Thus it Is easily seen that the cooperative Is an associ­
ation of firms which are represented by individual entrepreneurs. 
These individuals form an association or group, set up multi­
lateral agreements and must function as a group to perform the 
many functions of organization, decision making, financing, 
risk and cost bearing and sharing of savings. These group 
relationships arise mainly out of the economic goals of their 
group but nevertheless these relationships are of a group 
nature and must be studied sociologically as are all group 
relationships. 
The quotation from Phillips directly above listed six 
elements of participation. If the cooperative asjsociation is 
to operate to the advantage of its members at least two ad­
ditional, yet related, elements of participation could be 
added to the six above. 
The first has to do with the second point mentioned 
above, the decision making process. If these decisions ere 
^Ibid., p. 319-320. 
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to be made rationally^ both for the Individual firm end the 
overall association, members must understand the nature of 
the assool&tlon and must bo Informed regarding the facts 
areliable upon which to base the decisions* To make such 
knowledge a participation element, one must assume that 
through some tsrpe of pfirtloipetion auch as petronizlng, 
talking with people, attending meetings end reading, the 
entrepreneur would obtain the necessary understanding and 
facts. In the dynamic sense this must be u continuing t3rpe 
of participation. In short this element may be thought of aa 
participation to get understanding and facts. 
In the second piece, if the association is to exist and 
function in the best interests cf its members there must be a 
willingness on the part of the members to assume organiza­
tional responsibilities In relation to the association, ^ome 
of such organizational responsibilities might be serving as en 
officer, as a member of the board of directors, as chairman, 
or as a member of various committees, participating in fact 
gathering to be used in decision making, getting new members 
if in the best interest of the association, and communicating 
with members to determine how the best Interests of the vari­
ous firms in the association can be served* In some cases the 
members of the association may choose to hire some of these 
things done. However, the members still have these as re­
sponsibilities. In short, this participation element ^may be 
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thought of as organizational maintenance duties. 
Once these eight major elements of pfirtiolpetlon were set 
up the next step was to attempt to develop quantitative measure' 
ment of participetion within each of these elements. Since 
the resources available for this study did not permit the 
collection of additional data, major emphasis ma placed on 
making the beat possible use of data already available. In 
some cases data were not available to measure certain elements 
of participation. In other cases, though data were available, 
it was not possible to quantify them for score use. In other 
cases, data were avoilable but they were not the best or most 
Important to measure a given participation element. Much ad­
ditional data could be gathered about several of these elements. 
Because of the recognized inadequacy of the score finally 
developed, the author suggests that it not be used in Its 
present form for future research. The greatest claim that can 
be made for the score is that as far as the author has been 
able to determine it is the moat complete. Integrated and log­
ical score that has been developed thus far. By its use many 
tentative hypotheses may be set up so that additional research­
ers entering the field with similar, yet it is hoped improved, 
measuring devices, will have available hypotheses for addltim-
al testing. 
These available data were studied and a score developed 
by the author and three recognized authorities in the field of 
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oooperatlTos on the staff of the Department of Koonomlos and 
Sociology at Iowa state College: Frank I^olsotka, Hlchard Phil­
lips and Sam Thompson. 
There are several reasons that these people were used as 
Judges. First, two of the members of the group, Pobotka end 
PhllllpB, are recognized as outstanding men in cooperative 
theory. From the point of view of understanding the coopera­
tive association from the economic point of view they era the 
leading figures actively engaged in the field today, second, 
this group has probably given the most thought and partici­
pated the most in joint activity relative to the interrelation 
of contributions that the various disciplines such as sociol­
ogy# law, psychology end economics can make to the understand­
ing of cooperative associations. Third, this group Is charged 
with the direct responsibility of carrying on extension educa­
tion program in cooperatives in Iowa and thus are teaching 
certain fundamentals of cooperatives and cooperative partici­
pation. Thus if this study was to be of its maximum func­
tional use In the Iowa educational program it had to fit in 
general the framework of educational teaching in Iowa. FourUi, 
and not least important, as the author reviewed the literature 
and talked with other people actively engaged in cooperative 
research and education and met with cooperative leaders, It 
was his decision that this group had the most and the soimd-
est advice to offer in relation to the development of this 
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partloipatlon score. 
There was general agreement between the three persona 
mentioned on the relevancy of the data Included in the score 
and the weighting of the items. It should be pointed out that 
the weighting was based on two major criteria: (1) the impor­
tance of each element in relation to the other elements, and 
(2) the adequacy of the questions asked in gathering the data 
relative to the specific elements considered. 
It is recognized that other workers have found that 
weighting does not appreciably improve the value of the score. 
In this case the economists mentioned felt that weighting the 
items was justified on logical grounds. 
These men collaborated with the author in developing the 
score embracing the eight participation elements discussed on 
the following pages. 
The Cooperative Participation Score 
Aa indicated above, there seemed to be eight participa­
tion elements that were important to cooperatives. TIech of 
these elements and the items available to attempt to measure 
participation in the elements will be discussed in detail 
below. However, to give the reader perspective and a preview 
of what is to follow a brief summary of the elements, items 
and scoring is given below. 
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Uae of the plant or patronage 
Soore for 
Item Element 
Per cent of possible business done with 
oooperatlTe 0-10 
Felt responsibility to patronize end 
patronized 6 
Gave the cooperative first chance to serve 1 
Did not '^shop around" before buying or selling 6 
Total possible 21^ 
Decision making regarding the plant and its 
operations 
attendance at meetings 0-16 
Total possible 16 
itcoeptlng financial responsibility 
Mentioned financing as a responsibility and 
lived up to it 3 
Healized investment of savings and satisfied 8 
Total possible 11 
Sharing fixed and variable costs of operating 
the plant 
Ir'llllngness to share educational costs 7 
Total possible 7 
Accepting responsibilities for risks and uncer­
tainties 
No data available on this point 0 
Sharing economic benefits of the plant 
Only data relevant to this point included under 
element one above 0 
^It is possible to receive score only on one of second or 
third subdivisions. 
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Score for 
Itan "Riement 
Partlolpation to get faots and understanding 
ReoelTe current information about oooperatlve 3 
Wished additional information 6 
Total possible 9 
Organizational maintenance duties 
Talked to nei^^bors about cooperative S 
Toole criticisms to proper authority 7 
Total possible 12 
Grand total possible 75 
Use of the plant or patronage 
Per cent of possible business done with cooperntive. A 
direct measure of the patronage of each member was obtained. 
It was recognized that different members would have a differ­
ent potential business that they could transact with their 
cooperatives. For example, the dairyman with a large herd 
could theoretically do a much larger volurae of business with 
the cooperative than the dairyman with a small herd. The ap­
proach to this element was to determine the per cent of 
potential business each member did with his cooperative. The 
actual question asked was, '^Do you split your business with 
competitors of your cooperative on goods bought or sold by 
your cooperative'i" If the answer was yea the following ques-
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tlon was asked, "What per cent of yoxxr business do you do with 
your cooperative?" The basis for scoring was as follows: 
1. 100 per cent done with cooperative 10 points 
2. 90-99 per cent done with cooperative 9 points 
3. 60-69 per cent done with cooperative 8 points 
4. 70-79 per cent done with cooperative 7 points 
5. 60-69 per cent done with cooperative 6 points 
6. 50-59 per cent done with cooperative 5 points 
7, 40-49 per cent done with cooperative 4 points 
8. 30-39 per cent done with cooperative 3 points 
9. 20-29 per cent done with cooperative 2 points 
10. 1-19 per cant done with cooperative 1 point 
11* No business done witb cooperative 0 
Felt responsibility to patronize and patronized. In this 
element an attempt wtis mode to get at not only partlolpetion 
as such, but rational meaningful participation, '78s patronage 
regarded as a responsibility when the member made the decision 
to patx'onlzev Many people would not accept blind loyalty as a 
rational basis for participation. Each member was asked, 
"What are your responsibilities as a member of your coopera­
tive?** Despite the loading of the question, 29 per cent said 
they had no responsibility. Thus it might be assumed that 
even if this group did participate 100 per cent it was not 
because of any felt responalbllity but for some other reason. 
However, 64 per cent of the members mentioned some form of 
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partlolpfition as a reaponalbllity. To give bssio understand­
ing un iictlon or p* rtlcip? tion dimension thoy were then 6sked 
if they lived up to that responnibility. The RCtual nnawer 
to the letter question was obteined in tho onse cf putronege 
when they gnve the per cont of bualneos thoy did with the 
cooperotive. The following scoring wea used: If the momber 
mentioned patronage es a responsibility end lived up to thet 
responsibility he wee given a accre of fivo points. 
Gave the cooperative first ohanoe to aerve. About eight 
per cent of the members stated that their responsibility was 
to give the cooperative the first chance nt their business. 
Thet is, they felt Justified to compare prices and deal with 
competitors of the cooperative if competitors* prices were men 
fevorable. This, of course, is not in keeping with sound co­
operative theory. However, the Judges felt that even this 
much recognition of responsibility to participate was better 
than no recognition of responsibility. Thus tho following 
scoring was used: If the member stated that he had a reapon-
sibility to f^ivo the ooopemtive the first chance and he lived 
up to that responsibility he was given a score of one point. 
This and the previous aubdiviaion of the initial element-
use of the plant or patronage—were answers to the same ques­
tion, "What aro your responsibilities as a member of your co­
operative':" It is not logical to expect a member to give both 
the answers of petronize and give the cooperetive the first 
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ohanoe to this question. In no case did a member give suoh a 
dual answer. Thus in the scoring the member did not receive 
a score for both these subdivisions. 
Did not "shop around^ before buying or selling. Another 
item related to the element use of the firm was included In 
the data. A cooperative association usually sets up a plant 
through which members conduct their Joint activity. This co­
operative arrangement assumes that member firms will conduct 
that segment of their business agreed upon through the plant. 
Thus the plant and equipment is of suoh magnitude to accomo­
date a volume of business based on the multilateral agreement 
between members. As long as the firm is a member of the 
association It will be expected to do that segment of ita 
business agreed upon through the cooperative plant. Thus the 
firm's entrepreneur would not be expected to compare prices 
at his cooperative with those of competitors every time he 
sold and then sell where he could get the greatest advantage 
at the moment. The firm would be expected to patronize the 
cooperative plant until the entrepreneur had made a rational 
decision that it was to the firm's best long r\ui interest not 
to patronize the cooperative and then withdraw its membership 
from the cooperative according to pre-existing rules set up 
for such action. 
These members also have agreed that they will carry on 
a given part of their firm's activity Jointly and thus will 
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not compete against each other. It la generally agreed that 
the member who "shops around*^ for the best price each time he 
sells and then sells where he can get the edvontage at the 
moment la not living up to his multilateral agreement and is 
not participating to the expected extent In his cooperative. 
Each member was asked If he Inquired about prices at 
other places before making the decision to buy or sell at the 
cooperative. The method of scoring was as follows: If the 
member does not inquire at other places each time before mak­
ing the decision to buy or sell at the cooperative he was 
scored six points. 
The total possible points on use of the plant or 
patronage was 21. 
In general these items seem to the author to be the most 
Important ones related to this element of participation. A 
more adequate method of determining the extent to which mem­
bers were utilizing the various services offered by the co­
operative could be devised. 
Decl3ion making regarding the plant end its operations 
Attendance at meetings. Technically, the annual meetings 
and officially celled special meetings are the only formal 
occasions on which members may officially participate in 
decision making. At such times major policy decisions are 
usually brought before the membership and action taken. Fi­
nancial and committee reports are also presented for adoption. 
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Thia la alao the time that each member haa the opportunity to 
help elect the board of directors. These meetings are alao 
decision making occaaions in the sense that at such timea 
members may delegate authority to directors to make declslona 
in addition to those delegated to the board by the articles of 
association or by laws. Thus attending and participating in 
member meetings is an important element of participation. 
Meeting attendance has a different context in cooperatlTea 
than in most other formal associations. In most of the other 
assooiationBmeeting attendance not only has the decision mak­
ing element but it la much like patronage is to the coopera­
tive. Meeting and group nctivity are the major consumption 
items provided by the associations. Such is not the oase in 
cooperatives where patronage in the business sense is alao a 
major participation item. 
Each member was asked how often he attended general mem­
ber business meetings. The terms in which he was asked to 
give his answer and the score given each were as follows: 
1. Whenever held 15 
2. Usually 13 
3. Ocoasionally 5 
4. Never 0 
The total number of points for thia element of decialon 
making waa 15. 
Another question closely related to this element, that of 
critlciama and taking them to the proper authority, will be 
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dlaou88«d xmder the alement organizational maintenance. 
Talking over common problems and defining the multi­
lateral agreements prior to the meeting so rational decisions 
can be made I3 considered under the element of organizational 
maintenance. Getting the facts and understanding as a prior 
step to decision making is taken up under the element of 
participation to get facts and understanding. 
All the weight in the present decision item was based on 
physical attendance. Additional information related to the 
participation of members in the deliberation and decision mak­
ing while at the meeting would add greater meaning to this 
element. 
Aooeptlng financial responsibility 
Mentioned financing as a responsibility and lived up to 
it. Since the members of a cooperative stand to gain the 
savings from the cooperative activity it is economic logic 
that they must be willing to finance the cooperative and its 
operations. Effective participation in financing means that 
each member will be willing to bear his proportionate share of 
financing or that he will assume his fair share of the cost of 
financing. 
As stated above, each member was asked what his respon­
sibilities were as a member of the cooperative. A few menticn-
ed financing as s responsibility. These members were then 
questioned to determine if they were actually assuming this 
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responsibility. Statements ooncernlng leaving patronage re­
funds in the cooperative and purchasing of stock were accept­
ed as evidence of living up to this financial responsibility. 
No attempt was made to get at proportionality of financing. 
The following scoring was used: If the member mentioned 
financing as a responsibility and lived up to that responsi­
bility in the Judgment of the interviewer he was scored three 
points. 
Realized investment of savings and satisfied. Another 
ooamon method of financing is that of using savings from the 
operation of the cooperative to finance the activities. One 
of the most connnon of these methods is the revolving fund 
method. Almost all the cooperatives in the sample were on the 
revolving fund method at the local level or the local was a 
part of a wholesale that was on the revolving fund basis. 
Thus the individual firms were helping finance by this method. 
Here again, an attempt was made to get at participation, not 
as such, but rational meaningful participation. Most of the 
members were participating in this type of financing. But, 
did they realize it and were they doing it on a rational basis 
in the sense that they were financing to get additional bene­
fits and services for their firms end hod they adopted this 
method as a choice of several alternatives? 
It was first determined if the members were aware of the 
fact that a portion of their savings was held back to help 
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finance cooperative activities. If the member was aware of 
this phase of financing then he was asked If he felt that he 
was receiving additional benefits and aervloes beoause of this 
action. If he answered In the affirmative he was given a 
score of eight points. 
The total possible points on the element of financial 
responsibility was 11. 
There are many other methods of accepting financial 
responsibility that were not considered in this study. Sav­
ings may be paid back in stock or certificates of indebtedness 
Instead of being revolved. Some members are unable to actual­
ly provide the capital to finance their proportionate share 
but may be willing and may be accepting their responsibility 
to finance by paying Interest to other members who finance 
disproportionately or to money lenders on the open market. 
The whole question of financing proportionctely has not been 
touched in this study. 
A more adequate approach could have been made in deter­
mining Just how much the member knows about how he la financ­
ing . Does the member really know how much he is helping 
finance or did the board of directors sneak up on his '*bllnd 
side*^ and withhold savings of which the member is unaware? 
The problem of the allocation of limited capital to alterna­
tive uses within the farm firm or to the cooperative associa­
tion is not touched upon. 
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Sharing fixed and varleble posts of operating the plant 
Wllllngneeg to share educational costs« The present scare 
Is relatively weak on this point. Fixed and variable costs 
are usually deducted as a part of the operating expense and 
thus are generally shared by members In proportion to the amousfe 
of business the firm does through the cooperative. Thus It 
might be assumed thot members do participate proportionally In 
this element of participation. It was thought that some In­
sight might be gained into this participation element of as­
suming costs if the willingness to accept a generally recog­
nized legitimate cost was explored. One such cost is that of 
keeping the member entrepreneurs Informed so that they can make 
rational decisions In relation to the operation of their as­
sociation. It is recognized that stated willingness might not 
bo followed with actual participation. However, on the basis 
of the context in which the answers were given end collabora­
tion evidence It is the judgment of the author that there wovfld 
be a high correlation between stated willingness and actual 
partlcipation. 
The question actually asked was, "Should patrons be will­
ing to give up a part of their refund to carry on an education­
al program for the cooperative?'* The question was scored as 
follows: If the member stated ho would bo willing to bear the 
cost of the educational program he was given seven points. 
Total possible points on the element of sharing fixed and 
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variable costs of operotlng the plant was seven points. 
This Is a rather difficult element to measxire in a par­
ticipation framework. One could determine in an understand­
ing framework what the memhar considered to be bis responol-
bility in relatioji to costs. <lio does he think should make 
up the costs when they exceed the margin? Does the member 
insist that the provisional price is really a final price and 
thus someone else has to make up any excess costs? Does the 
member nttsTrspt to shift costs to other departments or to non-
members? The difficulty oomes in attempting to measure these 
understandings and implicit actions in a participation frame­
work, ^/oting records end willingness to abide by decisions 
that are made tliat guarantee proportional sharing might be 
one possible approach. 
Accepting responsibilities for risks and uncertainties 
There were no suitable data for measuring this element of 
participation. 
Sharing economic benefits of the Joint ylant 
In general the participation in this element would be in 
direct proportion to the use made of the plant. This was 
measured under the first element of partioipation, patronage. 
Participation to get facta and understanding 
Received current information about cooperative. The 
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responsibility to get facts and develop the understandings 
upon which to base rational decisions in relation to the 
cooperative association has already been discussed. Stated 
willingness to bear the cost for such an educational or 
information program was made a part of the score under the 
sharing of cost element. There are many sources available to 
the member where he may get information about the cooperative 
association. It is logical to say that the member that is 
getting some current information about the cooperative associ­
ation is participating in this element to a greater degree 
then the member who is getting no current information. The 
question actually asked was, "\fhere do you get current infor­
mation about cooperatives?** Despite the unintentional loading 
of the question, 20 per cent of the members stated that they 
were not participating to even a minimum degree in this 
element, i.e., they stated they were not getting any current 
information. The members were scored on this element in the 
following manner: If the member stated he was getting current 
information about cooperatives he was given a score of three 
points. 
Wished additional Information. Here again, it was 
thou^t that insights might be gained into participation in 
the element of getting facts and understanding by attempting 
to get at stated willingness to participate in this element. 
The members were asked, '*would you like to receive more 
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Information about your oooperatlTe?" From the general lerel 
of cooperative understanding of the rank and file member it 
is apparent that most members have a need for additional in­
formation about their oooperativea. It la assumed that if 
additional informetion was provided to those desiring it they 
would utilize it to some degree and would participate in thia 
element to a greater degree. The scoring on this point was 
as follows: If the member stated that he wished additional 
information about his local cooperative he was given six 
points. 
Total possible points on participation to get facts and 
understanding element was nine. 
The measurement of this element could have been done in 
much more detail. Mere receipt of current information la not 
too good an indicator of participation. Much could be done 
in determining the content of the current sources of informa­
tion. Some of it was probably strictly business promotional 
while other sources may have been attempting basic cooperative 
education. The extent to which the information was read and 
understood might also be determined. Informal contacts with 
manager and employees and the informational content of such 
contacts might also be iiiQ)ortant. Field trips and visits to 
other cooperatives or businesses connected with cooperatives 
might be measures of this element of participetion also. 
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Organizational malntenanoe duties 
Talked to neighbors about cooperative. Formal oommuuloa-
tlon among members at regular meetings was covered under 
decision making. The most common measurement of organizational 
maintenance has been the number of committee memberships or 
1 
chairmanships or offices that members hold. uestions to 
get at this information were not systematically included in 
the schedule used in this study. However, a part of this 
element which is probably most important to cooperatives was 
obtained. An important part of the cooperative association is 
the multilateral agreement between members. It should be 
remembered that the agreement is between members, not between 
the member and the Joint activity. If the association is to 
function in the best interests of its members there must be 
communication between members. This is especially true if the 
cooperative is considered in its dynamic setting. One way 
that this communication might be maintained is by each member 
talking with his neighbor members about their Joint undertak­
ing and its functioning. It is assumed that members would 
feel most free to communicate with neighbors in what is 
probably a primary group setting. It is quite possible that 
the member who talks to his neighbors about the cooperative 
^Data available show nine members were officers in their 
cooperative. Six of these fell in the upper 16 per cent of 
the total participation scores. All nine fell in the upper 
37 per cent of the participation scores. 
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also more often talks to others about cooperatives as well* 
Talking to neighbors about the cooperative association 
might be considered as a purt of this Qlement of participa­
tion. The question asked was, "Do you talk with your 
neighbors about cooperativeaV" The scoring was as follows: 
If the member talked to his neighbors about cooperatives he 
was given five points. 
Took criticisms to proper authorities. The member not 
only has the responsibility to communicate with fellow members 
but with the paid management he helps hire to manege the 
association and with the board of directors that he has helped 
elect and to whom he has delegated certain responsibilities 
and authority. If the cooperative is to be run in the best 
interests of its members these members must communicate with 
those to whom thoy have delegated power to make decisions, 
set policies, and to carry them out. Criticisms or suggestloui 
that do not get to the proper authority will not bring about 
desired changea. Thus the members not only have the respon­
sibility to communicate with their fellow members, but if they 
have criticisms or suggestions about their fissociation these 
should bo made known to the proper people in the association 
so that decisions can be made in the best interests of the 
associated members. Members were asked if they had criticisms 
of their cooperative. Approximately one-third of the members 
had criticisms of their cooperative. Those who had criticisms 
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were then asked If they had mentioned these oritloisms to the 
manager or directorc^i. Scoring was as followra: If the zaember 
had oritloisms and had mentioned them to the manager and 
board he waa given seven points. If he had oritloisms and 
had not mentioned them to the manager of board he was given 
no points. If he hod no criticisms he was elso given seven 
points. 
Total possible points for organizational maintenance waa 
12 points, 
In future studies a much mora complete job can be done in 
determining member activities on committees, as officers or 
in any other capacities related to organizational maintenance. 
In some cooperatives members help put out newsletters, in 
others, members attend training schools, institutes and work­
shops to get information to improve the functioning of the 
association. More precise data could be gathered on the type 
of criticisms and the spirit of the criticisms in terms of 
constructive or destructive criticisms. Understanding could 
be related to this element by determining v;h6t basis of fact 
and understanding members have for making criticisms. 
Total possible points on the participation score was 75. 
Comparison of Cooperative Participation Score with 
Past participation Scores 
Despite the uniqueness of the cooperative assooiation, 
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the Inadequacy of the data available for some parts of the 
analysla It can be readily recognized that there are many 
similarities between the participation score developed here 
for cooperatives and those developed for other types of 
organization as previously reviewed. 
Such elements as meeting attendance, contributing money, 
patronizing and voting have been found to be relevant in the 
present study as in many of the research studies reviewed. 
Other elements htive been included in both scores but In 
different forms. While participation in organizational 
maintenance such as committee members end officers are not 
Included in the present score activity In terms of talking 
to neighbors and communicating with the manager and board are 
included. 
some of the differences are readily explained when it iB 
recognized that this score deals with purtlclpatlon In a 
specific functional type of association, economic, and a 
specific association within that class, a given farmer cooper­
ative. Since membership is a prior condition necessary to be 
a part of the population studied, there is no score for mem­
bership. Also, since participation is analyzed as a present 
ongoing activity, past memberships end offlcerahlps are not 
important to this score. Moreover, since this analysis deals 
with participation in a specific association there is no 
reason for including the number of similar associations to 
which the member belongs. 
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In some respects the present score may be superior to 
the others. The rather detailed breakdown of patronage as a 
form of participation and four way classification of meeting 
attendance attempts to get at participation more in detail 
than most scores. The element of participation through com­
munication with members cmd elected officers and employees 
is also explored uniquely in this study. 
Perhaps one of the most unique things about this score 
Is the attempt made to get at meaningful rational participa­
tion. This is an attempt to deal with a new, and very dif­
ficult phase of participation research. Peat research cannot 
be criticized for not including this dimension of participa­
tion because it was not within the stated objectives of the 
research. As pointed out the framework provided by this 
study may give some insights into setting up similar criteria 
of rational participation that may be explored in relation to 
other types of formal voluntary associations. The assumptions 
that rational participation is In the best long run Interest 
of a given association might not be accepted by leaders in 
other associations such as religious associations. Some 
associations may accept blind loyalty, social presstire, threats, 
fear, and love as just as legitimate motivation to high par­
ticipation. 
The first minor objective of this dissertation was to 
determine the applicability of generalizations from other re­
search to farmer cooperatives. The basic methodological 
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question now becomes, is the type of association studied In 
this dissertation similer enough to other associotlons and 
are the scores used to measure participation comparable enough 
so that it is reasonable to expect generalIzetlons to be 
coinparable? Thoup>h some may question an effirraetive answer to 
this question, the author foals that there is enough similar­
ity between both the associations and the scores to use past 
research generelizetion as partial data in setting \ip hypoth­
eses to be tested In relation to cooporetives. Hoviever, this 
does not imply that on specific hypotheses if there are logi­
cal reasons that the author feels the uniqueness of the score 
or the association makes post eeneraliz-ftions inapplicable he 
should glTe those reasons and aet up the most meaningful hypollt-
eses In the light of all the data available. Thus, the hy­
potheses set up in this study will be the best hypotheses 
possible, in the mind of the author, set up both on the basis 
of past research and logical reasoning in relation to the 
specific association. 
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ANALYSIS OF DATA 
This section of the dissertation is divided Into threo 
main parts. The first part deals with the oompsrison of 
members and nonmembers on the basis of selected personal, 
social and economic oharscteristics. The second part, the 
main focus of the dissertation, deals with the relationship 
of selected factors to differential participation of members 
In farm cooperGtives. The last part attempts to determine 
the comparability of findings from past research studies with 
those from the present study. 
Members and Nonmembers Compared on the Basis of 
Selected Personal and Social Cherocteristies 
The section on methodology suggested that participation 
may be conceptualized as being on o continuum from no partic­
ipation to a high degree of participation. The actual Joining 
of the cooperative could be placed at some point on this 
continuum. However, the point might be raised that if par­
ticipation is on a continuum would it be logical to expect 
the person who just joined the cooperative to be different (in 
terms of personal and social characteristics) than the person 
who is not quite ready to join itv Or is the act of joining 
the cooperative a sort of threshold over which members must 
pass and thus one might expect there to be some distinguishing 
characteristics between those who have just joined and those 
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who have not yet quite made the decision. Actually members md 
nonmenbers are treated as separate categories In the subse­
quent analysis. Thus, there is included in each of the two 
categories a wide range of differential degrees of participa­
tion. As pointed out in the section on methods and procedxires, 
the nonmembers range from those who say they would not Join a 
cooperative under any circumstances through those vrho are not 
opposed to the cooperative, to those who are now trading with 
a cooperative and say they would join if asked. In the mem­
ber group, participation ranges from just being a member with­
out participating in any other way to those who have high 
participation scores. 
Members and nonmembers will be compared on the basis of 
13 personal and social characteristics to determine if 
significant differences exist. These include the more or 
less standard characteristics that have been used in past 
participation research: age, education, family composition, 
stage of family cycle, nationality background, tenure, years 
farmed, years residence in community, size of farm, type of 
farming, general social perticlpation, participation in in­
formal cooperative ventvires, and socio-economic status. 
In some oases the data have not been treated with the 
most meaningful statistical technique. For instance analysis 
of variance could have probably been more fittingly used than 
ohl square when one factor is discreet and the other on a 
continuum. There are several reasons that these less 
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appropriate techniques were used in some cases. Some of the 
date, on nonmembers, were actually coded in the field into 
categories. Other data collected in raw form had subsequently 
been coded and punched on cards and in some cases the statis­
tical tests already run. Thus it was thought for these few 
variables the additional expense of recoding and analysis was 
not warranted. Since the major focus of the study was on 
member participation it was felt that the time and money 
available could be more appropriately applied to that section. 
However, the data that could be easily collected and analyzed 
are presented in this section. 
It is recognized that in some cases the statistical 
technique used probably provides an underestimation of the 
differences between members and nonmembers. However, in all 
cases except one where chi square rather than analysis of 
variance was used the differences were found to be significant. 
Thus, though there was a probable underestimation of the dif­
ference it was still sufficient to give evidence to reject the 
null hypothesis. In the one case where the difference was not 
significant the value of chi square was only 2.27 where sig­
nificance at the 5 per cent level with 6 d.f. is 12.59. 
Though the use of chi square probably underestimated the dif­
ference it is doubtful that this difference would be signifi­
cant if analysis of variance were used. 
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Comntmlty general partlolpatlon patterns 
As stated in the section on sample methodology the sample 
was drawn on a corauunity basis. The level of general partlol­
patlon was not a factor used directly in choosing the seniple. 
However, the question might be reiaed if general participation 
does not differ by connaunlty and thus some of the participo-
tion differences found here ure a function of oonuounity* 
It is fairly well established that formal pertlcipetion 
does differ sigaifioently from folk to more urban cultures. 
IChiu certain ureas of the United States this same proposi­
tion has been fairly well validated. For instance, the 
2 3 
studies now underway in Kentucky as well as the Kaufman 
study seem to give evidence to support this view. 
It is recognized that urbanity is not necessarily 
Careful differentiation must be made here between gen­
eral participation and cooperative participation. General 
participation is used here to describe all formal social 
participation except cooperetive participation. Tlie actual 
general porticipation score used was computed on the basis of 
one point for each formal aasocietiou to ,?hich the person be­
longed and one point for each office held. In addition each 
member was questioned and classified on the basis of being 
very active, active, fairly active, or low pertiolpation in 
the associations named. Three points were given for very 
active, two for active, one for fairly active and none for 
low participation. The cooperative participt.tion score de­
scribed In the methodology section deals only with participa­
tion In cooperatives. 
2 Personal conversation with Vard Bauder, formerly ?»ith 
Department of Rural Sociology, University of Kentucky, Lexing­
ton, who was a member of the research team making such a study. 
3 
Kaufman, Participation in organized activities in 
selected Kentucky localities, p. 32. 
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related to size of center when those centers are under 5,000, 
the upper limit set for size of center in this study. An 
incorporated place of 200 near a large urban center may be 
more urban in its values and participation patterns than a 
farm trading center of 5,000 that ia relatively isolated from 
a large metropolitan center. In a state that is as basically 
rural as Iowa, the question might be raised if there are dif­
ferences in general participation rates by size of community. 
Size of center in the sample ranged from 269 to 4,610. 
General participation scores were plotted against size 
1 
of community center on a scatter diagram. An inspection of 
these data yields little evidence to suggest that participa­
tion scores could be predicted from size of ccmmiuiity. 
Fessler found that division of population centers at 
population 1,000 was meaningful for his analysis of the rela-
2 
tion of farmers' cooperatives to the community. .Vhen 
^Approximately 60 factors are treated in this disserta­
tion. The following method was used in treating continuous 
variables due to limited time and money available for the 
project. All continuous variables were plotted on a scatter 
diagram. The diagram was inspected and a Judgment made 
whether or not there was a probable significant relation be­
tween the voriables. The author's judgment was checked with 
a statistician to test the judgment. Actual statistical com­
putations were made only on those variables that in the judg­
ment of the author v/ere either doubtful as to the significant 
relationship or those that were obviously related. Subsequent 
analysis demonstrated the validity of this technique. Most of 
the variables in the "doubtful class" were found to be not 
significantly related. However, a few were. All of those 
that were thought to be related from inspection were found to 
be significantly related with treated statistically. 
^See Beal, Fessler and Wake^, op. cit., p. 215. 
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partlolpation scores were compared on this basis there was no 
significant difference. Chi square was 1.05 where signlfl-
cance at the 1 per cent level with 3 d.f. is 7.6S. 
It has been Implied above that size may not be the only 
basis upon which community participation rates might differ* 
Though the following evidence is not conclusive it does sug­
gest that there may not be any significant difference in 
participation rates by community in Iowa. In 14 of the 22 
communities in the study there were seven or more members of 
cooperatives (Table 3). To make generalizations on fewer 
Table 3, fleneral participation of cooperative members by 
communities in which there were seven or more 
members in the sample. 
MemFefiB 
Community 
Number Per cent 
Mean general 
participation 
score 
Book Valley 25 10.4 3.32 
Btirt 23 9.6 4.30 
Farley 23 9.6 4.09 
Volga City 23 9.6 3.70 
Hanlontown 22 9.1 3.50 
^'aukee 22 9.1 4.14 
Cresco 19 7.9 3.42 
Dayton 15 6.3 4.20 
Dunkerton 15 6.3 3.40 
Floyd 14 5.8 4.09 
Yale 12 5.0 3.75 
Mt. Pleasant 10 4.2 4.40 
Shambaugh 10 4.2 2.00 
Bunnela 7 2.9 3.57 
Total 240 100.0 
- 81 
than this number was thought to he doubtful procedure. Two 
hundred forty of the 268 members were found In these 14 com­
munities. These communities are fairly well distributed over 
the state and Include the upper and lower limit of size of 
oommunity center. Some of these communities had no coopera­
tive in the center, some had one end others had as many as 
four. Some had only one cooperative but that cooperative 
offered five or six different major services, lifhen these com­
munities were compared on the basis of general participation 
1 
scores of members found in them there was no significant dif­
ference by community (Table 4). F was 1.27 where significance 
at the 5 per cent level la 1.79. Thus it would appear that 
in the range of communities in the present Iowa study and the 
size of the |r esent cample there is no evidence to support the 
proposition that there are differential general participation 
rates. These data do not, however, take account of the pos­
sible selective factor of their being a cooperative in the 
community and the fact that these data deal only with coopera­
tive members, which may also be a selective factor. Addition­
al research needs to be done for further testing of the prop­
osition suggested. 
^The common practice has been followed in this disserta­
tion of using the term significant for significance at the 5 
per cent level and highly significant for significance at the 
1 per cent level, significance implies that the difference 
between the sample means Is so great that it would occur in 
fewer than 5 per cent of the samples from populations in which 
the mean differences are zero, the assumption when the null 
hypothesis is used. 
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Table 4« Analysis of yarlanoe of general participation by 
oommujilties in whloh seven or more members ooourred 
in the sample. 
Source of Degress of Sum of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 13 61.69 4.76 
?ithin groups 226 636.09 3.70 
Total 239 897.98 
Selected personal and social characteristlos 
1 
Age. Fast participation studies indicate that there is 
a relationship betweon age end membership in formal voluntary 
associations. One of the most complete studies was that of 
2 
Kaufman in Kentucky. Kaufman found that membership in 
organized activities increased very rapidly from age 20 to 30, 
continued to increase rapidly until age 50. At age 50 member­
ships leveled off until age 70 and then they declined rapidly. 
3 
In general, Anderson found the same pattern in his study of 
total farmer participation in New York. However, his data did 
not show as sharp an increase in memberships from age 30 to 
50. These data did not indicate what the pattern is after age 
^See the Appendix for description of the objectives, 
population studied, time of study and method of analysis for 
the important research studies cited in the body of the dis­
sertation. 
^Kaufman, Participation in organized activities in 
selected Kentucky localities, p. 29. 
A. Anderson. The membership of farmers in New York 
organizations. N. Y. (Ithaca) Agr. l^.xp. Sta. Bvil. 695. 1949. 
p. 14. 
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70 by Individual years. Later data presented by Anderson and 
Plambeok are not oomplete but seem to follow the oame general 
pattern. Young families, those \inder 35, hud the lowest mem­
bership, there was steady Increase In participation up to age 
55. The last CEitegory was 55 and over, which intakes it dif­
ficult to determine just whot the trend is over age 55. Man-
2 
gus and Cottam in an Ohio study found a steady increase In 
adult memberships up to age 60. Meximum activity vjas shown 
by people 45 to 65. Persons under 35 showed the least partic­
ipation and 65 to 74 were the next least active. C. Arnold 
3 
Anderson and Bryce Ryan In an Iowa study found the highest 
memberships In age grouping 40 to 54. Those under 39 and those 
over 55 had about the same average memberships per person. 
4 
Kaufman In a recent New York study found that age was a 
factor associated 7?ith different degrees of formal participa­
tion In that Individuals under 30 ami over 70 had a smaller 
number of organizational memberships. In the range 30 to 70 
there seemed to be no aasoclation between aga and extent of 
memberships. 
There are at least five studies that have dealt directly 
^Anderson and Plambeck, op. cit., p. 15. 
2 Mangus and Cottam, op. cit., p. 15. 
3 C. Arnold Anderson and Bryce Ryan. fJocial participation 
differences among tenure classes In a prosperous commercial­
ized farming area. Rural soc. 9: 285. 1943. 
4 
Kaufman, Prestige classes in a New York rural commtmlty, 
p. 21-22, 
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with the relationship of age to membership in farmer ooopera-
tlves. Anderson found that membership In the Dairymen's 
League and other oooperatlves Include a larger proportion of 
the operators who are 50 or more years of age than of the totel 
1 
group of operators In the study. In a later study Anderson 
and Sanderson made the same statement but also noted that for 
the other age groups oooperatlres follow the same pattern as 
2 
other formal assoolations. However, this last statement in 
Itself means that age Is a differential faotor since member­
ship in other formal associations differ by age. 
Gibson, in his Michigan study, found that members were 
3 
on the average older than nonmembers. Stern and Doran re­
port that there was no signifioant difference between the 
4 
average age of members and nonmembers. However, this does 
not necessarily mean that the distributions of ages of members 
and nonmembers were not significantly different. 
Losey found that there was no significant relationship 
5 
between age end membership. 
^Anderson, The membership of farmers in New York organi­
zations, p. 19. 
2 Anderson and Sanderson, op. clt., p. 13. 
2 Qlbson, op* oit«| p. 4* 
4 Stern and Doran, op. clt., p. 3. 
^Losey, G p .  clt., p .  202. 
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Thoro seem to be some logical reasons that these relatloor 
ships might exist between age and membership in formal associ­
ations. The early period, from 20 to 30, is that stage when 
yoimg people are intent on finding a mate or, if married, 
getting a home and family established. The community probably 
does not accept them as young adults and full fledged communilgr 
members and thus they do not, or are not asked to, Join as 
many organizations. The younger family probably feels first 
responsibility to family thus does not take on many obligaticns 
outside of the home. 
This is the period when both the firm and the family are 
needing the greatest amount of capital in terms of supply 
available. In many oases adultional lebor is substituted for 
capital. This means that both time and capital may be limit­
ing factors to membership in formal organizetions. At this 
point in the development of the firm and family a few cents 
margin in the shortrun raay be much more valuable than major 
savings in the longrun. 
The feeling on the part of the yoxmg potential member 
that if he Joins the cooperative he should do all his business 
with it may conflict with the independence of the young farmer. 
Lack of understanding of whot a cooperative is, hov/ it func­
tions and possible advantages may deter his joining. 
As the farmer grows older, say over 55, he quite often 
begins to cut down on his scale of operations and many times 
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retires. Although he may continue actlYe In his ohurch or 
lodge there would probably be little incentive for hlra to 
oontinue active membership In his cooperative. It is also 
quite possible that as o .farmer accunuletes capital and 
operates on a larger scale, as he grows older, many of the 
advantages he once had in conducting his business jointly 
with his neighbors he can now get by acting alone. Thus he 
might drop out of the cooperative. 
On the basis of the research findings and the reasons 
given above, it is oxpected that there will be a signifleant 
difference vrhon members and nonmembers ere compared on the 
basis of age. Hypothesis in the null form: There is no 
difference between members and nonmembers when they ere com­
pared on the basis of age. 
There is a significant difference between members and 
nonmembers when compared on the basis of age (Table 5). Chi 
Table 5. Members and nonmembers by age categories. 
Age category Members Nonmembers Total 
20 - 29 
30 - 39 
40 - 49 
60 - 59 
60 - 69 
70 and over 
Total 
25 37 62 
85 58 143 
69 71 140 
46 54 100 
37 39 76 
6 19 as 
268 278 546 
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square is 14.73 where significance at the 5 per cent level 
1 
with 5 d.f. is 11.07. The null hypothesis Is rejected. 
Fewer of the young, 20-£9, and the old, 70 and over, 
were cooperative members while those in the age group 30-39 
showed the highest proportion of coopersttive members. Be­
tween ages 40 and 69 there was little difference between 
members and nonmembers when compered by age. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected the original 
proposition that there would be a significant difference when 
members and nonmembers were compared on the basis of age is 
supported. 
Muoatlonal level. There seems to be conflicting 
evidence on whether or not the amount of formal schooling Is a 
selective factor In any uniform fashion in the determining of 
membership in formal associations. Kaufman in his Kentucky 
study found a significfint positive relationship between number 
of years of schooling and the number of memberships that were 
held in formal associations. He found the higher the school 
grade completed the larger the percentage of persons who be­
longed to one or more organizations. The greatest difference 
was between those who had some high school training end those 
^In this dissertation difference at the 5 per cent level 
has been accepted as sufficient evidence to reject the null 
hypothesis and thus the term "the null hypothesis is rejected" 
is used. If the difference is not signlfleant at the 5 per 
cent level it ia assumed that there is "not sufficient evi­
dence to reject the null hypothesis'*. 
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who bad none. Both religious and "^other** types of affilla-
1 
tion inoreased but the latter to a greater dsgree. Both 
2 3 
Anderson and Plambeck and Lindstrom found that both member­
ship and participation increased in relation to the amount of 
formal schooling. The data of Duncan and Artis support this 
4 
same generalization. rinngus and Cottara, however, found that 
those people who had attended but not completed high school 
and those who had completed high school were most often mem-
5 
bers and were most often active in formal associations. 
6 
Anderson in an earlier New York study found that those with 
the most schooling not only belonged to the largest number of 
organizations, but a larger proportion of those with more 
schooling belonged to each type of organization. He found 
this especially true of memberships in the Grange, lodges and 
social-civic organisations. However, in the church, the Farm 
Bureau and in cooperatives, schooling was selective to only a 
very small degree. 
In their su mary of the New York cooperative studies 
Anderson and Sanderson stated that schooling did not appear 
to be highly selective as to membership, but it did tend to 
^Kaufman, Participation in organized activities in se­
lected Kentucky localities, p. 9-11. 
^Anderson and Plambeck, op. cit., p. 15, 32. 
^Lindstrom, op. cit., p. 111. 
^Duncan and Artis, op. cit., p. 28. 
®Mangus and Cottam, op. cit., p. 42. 
^Anderson, The membership of farmers in New York organiza­
tions, p. 22. 
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make the farmers slightly more favorable to the oooperatlye 
method* Gibson In his Michigan study found that members 
2 
had more years of schooling than nonmembers. Stern end 
Doran found that the proportion of nonmembers having high 
school or college education was less than among members— 
3 
members had a higher average education then nonmembers. 
Losey found that education was related positively to membjer-
ship. More of those who had completed high school were mem-
4 
bers than those who had not. 
There are many reasons given to support the contention 
that formal education could be expected to be a fBOtor 
related to belonging to formal associations in general. It 
is contended that formal education should expand the social 
horizons and feeling of responsibility of the people. It 
should provide people with a broader base of understanding so 
that there would be a greater awareness of needs—some of 
which could be met best through formal associations. School­
ing might bring with it proficiency in speaking and writing, 
a development of the technical understanding and social skill 
of working with people. Income and prestige class are asso­
ciated with formal schooling. "Hiese would provide the finan­
cial resources, perhaps the time and the social incentive, in 
^Anderson end Sanderson, op. cit., p. 13-14. 
^Gibson, op, cit., p. 4* 
3 Stern and Doran, op. cit., p. 5. 
^osey, op. cit., p. 142. 
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terms of prestige rating, to belong to formal associations. 
However, there are also some seemingly valid reasons that 
formal schooling would not neoesserlly be a selective factor 
in determining marnbarship in farmer cooperatives. I^emberships 
in farmer cooperptlves are easily obtained. At a minimum 
there is little in the way of social reltitionships ana skills 
needed to become a member. No invitations to Join, no social 
skills to qualify one for membership seem to be needed. Mere­
ly a membership check to the manager is all that is usually 
needed. After ;)oining the association, group activity may be 
kept at a minimum with purely a buying and selling relation­
ship between the manager and the member. However, one would 
expect that education mif^ht be a selective factor in determin­
ing participation in meetings, policy decisiona and holding 
office once the person is a member. The fact that the average 
Iowa farmer is a graduate from grade school also might make 
education less selective in Iowa than in some of the other 
studies where the educational level is lower. 
However, on the basis of past cooperative research and 
what appears to be the strongest evidence given above the 
proposition is suggested that there will be a significant 
difference when members and nonmembera are compared on the 
basis of formal education. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference be­
tween members and nonmembers when they are compared on the 
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basis of formal education level as categorized below. 
There Is no significant difference when members and non-
members are compared on the basis of education {Table 6). Chi 
square was .41 where significonoe at the 5 per cent level with 
4 d.f. is 9.44. There is not sufficient evidence to reject 
the mill hypothesis. 
Table (i. Members and nonmembers by years of formal education 
completed. 
Years 
oompleted Members Nonmembers Total 
0 - 7  34 40 74 
8 114 119 233 
9 -11 44 44 88 
12 58 58 116 
13 or more 18 17 35 
Total 268 278 546 
Since the null hypothesis is not rejected, the original 
proposition that there will be a significant difference when 
membtii's and nonmembers tre ccmpared on the basis of education 
la not supported. 
Family composition. Two aspects of family ooiiq)osltlon 
may be selective In relation to membership In formal associa­
tions. The first deals with whether or not the Inhabitants of 
a place of residence are: single unmarried individual(s); 
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conjugal family Including children; conjugal family plus 
relatives or other persons living with the family; or broken 
family, suoh as divorced, wldov or widower. There are few 
data In the rural participation studies on this aspect of 
family composition. Mangus and Cottam found that husbands 
rsnd fflvea of unbroken families were more active In organized 
1 
groups than were the heads of broken families. 
The above findings seem logical for some types of form&l 
associations. This would be true if family attendance was 
the accepted pattern. Tlth the rural value connected with 
divorce those from broken divorced homes might not be accepted 
readily in some groups. It might also be true that the young 
unmarried farmer would not feel at ease In some associations 
or would be more Interested in spending his time with others 
similarly situated and in activity other than organized group 
activity. 
However, it is doubted that these factors are Important 
In determining whether or not farm people will Join coopera­
tives. There would be little selectivity due to social pres­
sure, or upholding of any t3n?e of value system represented by 
the family conqposition categories listed above when people 
attempt to Join a cooperative. As indicated above, the Inter­
personal relationships of obtaining a membership may be of 
very secondary nature, thus making it difficult to enforce 
i 
Mengus and Cottam, op. cit., p. 41. 
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any sooial pressure or specific value system. The proposition 
is suggested that members and nonraembers will not differ 
significantly when compared on the basis of family composition. 
Hypothesis in null form: There is no difference between mem­
bers and nonmembers when they are compared on the basis of 
family composition as categorized below. 
There was no significant difference when members and non-
members were compared on the basis of family composition 
(Table 7). Chi square was 2.24 where significance at the 5 
per cent level with 3d.f. is 7.82. There is not sufficient 
evidence to reject the null hypothesis. 
Since the null hypothesis was not rejected, the original 
proposition that members and nonmembers will not differ 
significantly when compared on the basis of family composition 
as categorized is supported. 
Table 7. Members and nonmembers by family composition. 
ffamlly 
composition Members Nonmember s Total 
Single person 14 20 34 
Family only 226 230 456 
Family plus® 20 16 36 
Broken family 8 12 20 
Total 268 278 546 
^Family plus other relatives, friends, hired help, etc., 
living in same household. 
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Stage of family cyole. The second aspect of family 
oomposltlon is that of the stage of the family cyole such as: 
single, married with no children, married with children pre­
school, married with children in school, married with 
children beyond school. Kaufman in his Kentucky study found 
that women who were mothers of children under six had 
significantly lower rates of participation than those who 
1 
did not. Anderson end Plambeck found that families without 
children and families with children over ten participated 
2 
slightly more than other families. In a study of participa­
tion in a voluntary T. B. X-ray program this author found that 
those families with children in school participated to a 
significantly greater degree than did other families. Mangus 
found that a larger proportion with children were participants 
3 
than those who did not. 
Reasons that these participation patterns may be expected 
would include: (1) Children, and younger children in particu­
lar, take more personal attention and time of parents, (2) 
This stage of the family is usually associated with younger 
couples and thus in most cases there is lack of cspltal and 
time for Joining associations, (3) The young couple is usually 
Just developing its new role in the community and neither the 
^Kaufman, Participation in organized activities in 
selected Kentucky localities, p. 30. 
^Anderson and Plambeck, op. cit., p. 15, 
Mangus and Cottam, op. cit., p. 41. 
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family nor the oonmunlty feels sure enough of this Integrative 
prooesa so that the family participates fully, and (4) When 
children entar school and the accompanying actlTltles of this 
age group, the:^ quite often draw their parents into formal 
group activities. 
The relationship between these stages of the family cycle 
and age is also recognized* 
On the basis of the above findings and reasons given, one 
would expect to find a signifioant difference when members and 
nozmembers are compared on the basis of the stage of family 
cycle. Hypothesis In the null form: There is no difference 
between members and nonmembers when they aro compared on the 
basis of stage of family cycle as categorized below. 
Chi square is 13.52 where significance at the 1 per cent 
level with 4 d.f. is 13,28. The null hypothesis is rejected. 
A larger proportion of nonmembers had no children or had 
children beyond school age, while a larger proportion of mem­
bers had children in school (Table 8). The stages are closely 
related to age of members and the findings in c^^neral agree 
with those on age. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original prop­
osition that there would be a significant difference when mem­
bers and nonmembers are compared on the basis of atege of 
family cycle is supported. 
Nationality backgrotmd. In talking to cooperative laymen 
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Table 8. Members and nonmembers by stage of family oyole. 
Stage of 
cycle Member Nonmember Total 
single 
Married with no 
children 
Married with pre­
school children only 
Married with children 
In school 
Married with children 
out of school only 
Total 
14 
22 
38 
143 
51 
268 
80 
37 
38 
109 
74 
278 
34 
59 
76 
252 
125 
546 
and leaders in the LiJlddlewest the question is often rtiised 
whether or not nationality background is u selective factor 
in determining membership in farmer coopsretives. It is 
argued that people from certain foreign countries come to 
this country with a background and philosophy of oooperatlve 
activity and this la passed on from generation to generation. 
Nationalities of the Scandinavian countries, Hollrsnd and some­
times England are mentioned in this category. It is expected 
that these peoples will more often form and belong to coopera­
tives than other nationalltiea. These other nationalities 
usually include the Germans, French, Southern Europeans and 
those so for removed from tracing their ancestry to classify 
themselves as Americans or "mixed''. The question might well 
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b« raised If the important thing Is nationality baokground of 
the Individual or a homogeneous settlement of a given nation­
ality group jrlth e common value ays ten, supposedly brought 
from the homeltinii, tUut furnishes enough indlviuuula to form 
1 
a oooporative. Other studies Indicfite th.it where several 
nationality groups reside in the 3fame community quite often 
each nationtility group forma Its own, and sometimes duplicate 
organizations. Hov/ever, the size of the communities and the 
lack or speoil'ic nationality groups of sufficient size for 
farmer oooperotives probably precludes tliia possibility in 
moot of rural Iowa. 
No specific research relating to nationality as a 
selective factor in laombership in formal organizutlons In 
either general rural organizations ox cooperatives was found. 
Worth Carolina research on attitudes toward cooperutlvea, 
hosever, showed that meat farmers in that study did not con­
nect cooperatives with any special foreign country. '.Then 
asked the question, "Ahat country or countries come to your 
mind when cooperatives are mentioned?" 89 per cent of the 
cooperative jmembers said none. Two per cent n&med f^weden, 
four per cent Denmark, four per cent England and one per cent 
2 
''other**. Ninety-nine per cent of the nonmembers said none. 
^See CJeorge A. Lundberg, Mlrra Komarovsky and Mary Alice 
Mclnerny. Leisure, a suburban study. N. Y., Columbia 
University press. 1934. p. 135-137 
^Martin A. Abrahamsen and Claude L. Scroggs. vhat North 
Carolina people think about agricultural cooperativea. N. C. 
Agr. Exp. Sta. A. E. Information Series No. 16. 1946. p. 21 
- 98 -
Other field experience in Iowa has indicated the diffiouUgr 
that many people have in treeing their nationality background. 
Many people have little or no identity with their nationality 
group. However, there are many who name nationality back­
ground. The following nationality combinations were made to 
obtain numbers large enought to treat statistically: /.merlcan, 
British Isles, Dutch, German, Scandinavian (Norwegian, Fins, 
Swedish and Danes), mixed (those naming two or more speciflo 
nationality backgrounds) and others. 
The proposition is suggested that there will be signifi­
cant differences between members and nonmerabers when they are 
compared on the basis of stated nationality background. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference be­
tween members and nonmembers when they are conpared on the 
basis of named nationality background as categorized below. 
There was a significant difference (Table 9). Chi square 
was 14.13 where significance at the 5 per cent level with 6 
d.f, is 12.59. The null hypothesis is rejected. 
The greatest difference occurred In the Dutch, the mixed 
and the "other'* categories. 
If those from continental Europe (Dutch, Scandinavian, 
German and "other") are compared with the British Isles, 
American and "mixed" groups there is a higtily significant 
difference (Table 10). Chi square is 6.34 where signiflcanoe 
at the 1 per cent level with 1 d.f. is 6.64. Those with the 
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Table 9. Members and nonmembers by named nationality baokgromd. 
Nationality Members Nonmembers Total 
American 25 29 54 
British Isles 50 57 107 
Dutch 27 14 41 
German 73 61 134 
Scandinayian 27 27 54 
Mixed® 52 80 132 
Others 14^ 7® 21 
Total 266 275^ 543 
^Mixed indicates that the respondent named two or more 
specific nationality backgrounds listed above. 
^The others in this category include ten southern 
Europeans) two from Switzerland and two from France. 
°The others in this category Include three Southern 
Europeans, two from ?rance, one from Belgium and one 
from Switzerland. 
^Three gare no nationality background. 
Table 10. Members and nonmembers by special category of 
named nationality background. 
Nationality Members Nonmembers Total 
/merioan, British Isles 
and mixed 127 166 293 
Dutch, German, Scandina­
vian and others 141 109 253 
Total 268 275 543 
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oontinental European backgrounds are much more likely to be 
members. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
proposition that members and nonmembers would differ signifi­
cantly when compared on the basis of named nationality back­
ground is supported. 
Length of residence in community. Number of years In 
farming end length of residence in ccmmunity have been found 
to be closely related. Most research shows that those who 
have lived in a given community over a lonp; period of time are 
more apt to be members of associations than those who have 
resided in the community a relatively short time. Kaufman 
in hia Kentucky study used 20 years and five years as his 
division points; those who had lived in e given community 20 
years or longer were much more active than those who had 
1 
lived in the community only five years. Anderson and Plam-
beck found thut in general the greater the number of years a 
family was in the community the greater the participation. 
Lack of memberships was especially true for those who had 
2 
resided in the coxmcunity less then five years. Lindstrom 
found that when those persons who had been in the community 
ten years or longer were compared with those of less than ten 
years' residence, the former provided almost six times as 
^Kaufman, Participation in organized aotivities in 
selected Kentucky localities, p. 6. 
^ivnderson and Flambeck, op. cit., p. 16. 
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1 
many dues paying members. 
In cooperative studies /jaderson and Sanderson found that 
persons of longer residence in the local community perticipat-
ed more in cooperatives than those who had resided only a 
2 
short time. Losey found the factor of length of residence 
In a community was not significantly related to membership in 
3 
cooperatives. 
Though length of residence in the community may be an 
Important factor related to membership in many formal organi­
zations it is doubted if it would apply to farmer cooperatives. 
The fact that there was an available cooperative could be 
easily determined. Membership is not exclusive; membership 
may be obtained with a minimum of social contact and opinions 
on the general efficiency of the cooperative could be easily 
obtained from minimum contacts. Since the person could Join 
and remain more or less Inactive in relation to the coopera­
tive he might not take as much time to make the decision to 
take out membership in the cooperative as he would In many 
other associations. 
An inspection of a scatter diagram indicated that there 
is less relationship between length of residence in the com­
munity and age than between niunber of years farmed and age* 
^Llndstrom, op. clt., p. 110. 
^Anderson and Sanderson, op. clt., p. 15. 
3 
Losey, op. clt., p. 203. 
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Thus the auggestlon that members and nonmembers will not dif­
fer significantly when compared on the basis of length of 
residence in community is not neoessarily inconsistent with 
the prior hypothesis on the relation of age and membership. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference between 
members and nonmembers when they ere compared on the basis of 
length of time In the community. 
There was no significant difference when members and non-
members were compared on the basis of length of residence in 
the community (Table 11). Chi square was 2.27 where slgnifi-
Teble 11. Members and nonmembers by years' length of residence 
in present cosamunity. 
Length of 
residence 
in years 
Members Nonmembers Total 
0 - 5  52 64 116 
6 - 1 0  36 34 72 
11 - 15 27 24 51 
16 - 20 20 18 38 
21 - 30 45 42 87 
31 - 50 64 68 132 
51 - 80 22 28 50 
Total 268 278 546 
canoe at the 5 per cent level with 6 d.f. is 12.59. There is 
not sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis. 
Since there is not sufficient evidence to reject the null 
hypothesis, the original proposition thut members and nonmem­
bers would not differ significantly when compared on the basis 
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of length of residence in the oommunlty la supported* 
Type of farming. A factor that is related uniquely to 
rural associations and might expect to be especially related 
to membership in farmer cooperatives is type of farming. 
There is little research related to this factor. Anderson 
found that membership in organizetions does not depend on the 
1 
predominate type of farming in an area. 
In regard to cooperatives Anderson and Sanderson found 
that in purchasing cooperatives there was no selectivity on 
the basis of type of farming. 
One might expect that type of farming would be less 
selective in determining membership in purchasing cooperatives 
than in marketing cooperatives. Most purchasing cooperatives 
carry a number of iterns so that even though a farmer was not 
following the predominant type of farming in the urea he still 
might find it profitable to belong to a cooperative just to 
purchase some of his items there. In Iowa, of course, many of 
the cooperatives have both the marketing and purchasing activ­
ities. This is particularly true of elevators. It is not 
usually true in petroleum, lumber and fluid milk cooperatives. 
However, often petroleum and lianber actlvitios nre an integral 
part of cooperatives that also have marketing functions. It 
would seem logical to suggest that type of farming would not 
^Anderson, The membership of farmers in New York organiza­
tions, p. 4. 
^Anderson and Sanderson, op. cit., p. 14. 
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ba an important factor in determining marabershlp In farmer 
cooperatlYes in Iowa. The main exception that might be 
expected would be very specialized type of farming thot did 
not fit the general pattern of farming in the area such as a 
mink farm, truck farms, large turkey or poultry fjirma, or 
some tyT>es of specialized seed farms. 
Hypothesis: there is no difference when members and 
nonmembers are compared on the basis of type of farming as 
categorized below. 
For statistical purposes dairying, poultry and '•othera" 
were combined into one category. There la a significant 
difference by type of farming (Table 12). Chi square is 9.79 
where significance at the 5 per cent level with 3 u.f. is 
7.82. The null typothesis is rejected. 
However, it may be noted that the major differences be­
tween members and nonmembers did not occur in the major types 
of farming in Iowa—general livestock and general farming. 
The small number of dairy farmers were approximately propor­
tionately divided. The greatest differences came in the cash 
grain farmers, the poultry farmers and in the "other" category 
which combined make up only about 5 per cent of the total 
sample. The "other" category, which is all nonmembers, is 
made up largely of combination dairy-poultry farmers and peo­
ple living on the land but renting most of it out. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
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Tbble 12. Members and nonmembera by type of farming. 
Type 
farming Members Nonmembera Total 
Cash grain® S 12 17 
General livestock^ 173 177 350 
Gkineral^' 84 71 155 
Dairying, poultry and 
others^ 6 18 24 
Total 268 278 546 
"Main enterprise, sale of grain off farm. 
^Maln enterprise of hogs and/or cattle together with 
any other combination of llyestock. 
^Maln enterprise of livestock plus some cash grain or 
soybean sales off farm. 
^There was a total of nine In the other category, all 
nonmembera. Fiver were dairy-poultry farmers, two were 
renting out their land and two had Just moved on the 
farm and bad not really started to farm. 
proposition that there would be no significant difference when 
members and nonmembers were compared on the basis of type of 
farming is not supported. 
Number of years farmed. The number of years a person has 
farmed is another factor that is uniquely related to member­
ship in rural organizations. It also is a factor that one 
would expect to have a very close relationship to age. Ander­
son found that age and length of time farmed were closely 
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related and that neither showed a yery olose relationship to 
1 
number of organizations to which persons belong after age 30. 
In their siurunary of studies of oooperatlves Anderson and 
Sanderson found that dairy fjirmers with 10 years or less of 
experience do not belong as frequently as do those nith more 
than ten years of experience. Increasing number of years 
experience beyong ten years seom to make no apparent differ­
ence in cooperative memberships. They elso found thot in 
purchasing cooperatives the length of time farmed was no 
limiting factor to membership. Length of time farmed was 
related to membership in marketing cooperatives. 
To be consistent with the position taken on oge, the 
proposition is suggested that members and nonmembers will 
differ significantly when compared on the basis of length of 
time farmed. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There Is no difference 
between members and nonmembers when they are compared on the 
basis of n\imber of years farmed as categorized below. 
There is a highly significant difference when members and 
nonmembers are compared on the basis of length of time farmed 
(Table 13). Chi square is 23.71 where significance at the 1 
per cent level with 5 d.f. is 15.09. The null hypothesis is 
rejected. 
^Anderson, The membership of farmers in New York organi­
zations, p. 14. 
^Anderson and Sanderson, op. cit., p. 15. 
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Table 13. Members and nonmembers by years farmed. 
Tears 
farmed &Iembers Nonmembers Total 
0 - 5  29 86 67 
6 - 1 0  46 36 66 
11 - 15 50 24 74 
16 - 20 37 31 68 
21 - 30 46 56 104 
31 - 60 56 71 127 
Total 266 276 546 
The greatest differences occur in the groups that have 
farmed a relatively short time, five years or less, and in 
those that have farmed 11 to 15 years, A smeller proportion 
of those who have farmed five years or less are members. A 
larger proportion of members have farmed from 11 to 15 years. 
This conforms to the general findings in relation to age. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
proposition that members and nonmembers would differ signifi­
cantly on the basis of number of years they have farmed is 
supported. 
Tenure status. Though, in general, research in rural 
participation shows that tenure is a factor related to member­
ship in formal associations there is some evidence that con­
tradicts this position. In Anderson's early study in New York 
he found that owner operators belonged to more organizations 
than did tenants and that a relatively larger percentage o f  
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1 
owners belonged to eaoh Individual organization. Anderson 
and Plambeok in a later study found that owners more frequent­
ly than tenants belonged to associations nnd th&t owners also 
2 
belonged to more associations. Lindstrom found that not only 
did owners belong to more associations but that they also 
3 4 5 
supported them best. Mangus and Cottam and Kaufman in 
Kentucky agreed in general with Lindstrom*s findings. Duncan 
6 
and Artis found owners had only a slightly higher formal 
participation score. However, Alexander and Nelson in Min­
nesota concluded that tenure generally seems to exert no great 
7 
influence on membership and participation. C. Arnold Ander­
son in his Iowa study found that there waa a distinct Ipck of 
tenure class differences in membership in associations among 
farmers in his study. Owners and tenants belonged in approx­
imately the same percentages to church associations, education­
al-cultural associations, civic and recreational associations. 
However, more owners did belong to the fraternal, the reli­
gious auxiliary and to occupational associations which includ-
^Anaarson, The membership of farmers in New York organi­
zations, p. 13. 
^Anderson and Plambeck, op. clt., p. 7. 
^Llndstrom, op. clt., p. 103. 
A 
Mangus and Cottam, op. clt., p. 41. 
^Kaufman, Participation in organized activities In 
selected Kentucky localities, p. 23. 
^Duncan and Artis, op. clt., p. 38-39. 
'Frank D. Alexander and Lowry Nelson. Rural social or­
ganization in Goodhue county, Minnesota, utnn. Agr. Exp. Sta. 
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1 
ed farm organizations. 
2 3 
Both j^nderson and Sanderson and Gibson state that a 
4 
large proportion of farm owners Join oooperatives. Losey 
found no difference by tenure. Reasons giren to support the 
general relation of membership and tenure include those 
dealing with ownership being associated with permanence and 
thus with feeling of personal, group and comnunity responsi­
bility to participate in formal aaaociations. However, there 
no longer appears to be a consistent relation between full 
ownership and prestige. In many cases the largest operators 
are either part owners or tenants. The tenants in many cases 
have larger accumulation of operating capital and perhaps 
more money available for participation In formal associations. 
It is the author's observation that in most cases tenure is 
no longer consistently regarded as en important factor in 
determining acceptance or prestige in rural Iowa. 
In relation to present day cooperatives the tenant can 
probably Join the cooperative as easily as the owner* This 
was not always so. Prior to the present Iowa Cooperative law 
membership fees were quite often 100 dollars or more and in 
some oases each member had to purchase certain minimum amounts 
Bui. 401. 1949. p. 70. 
^Anderson and Byan, op. cit., p. E81. 
2 Anderson and-Sanderson, op. cit., p. 14. 
Gibson, op. cit., p. 204. 
4 
Losey, op. cit., p. 204. 
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of stock. In some oases the basis for the membership fee 
refund was not e^ipllclt end In other oases It was not the 
policy for patronage refunds to be avuilable vjhen tho member 
moved away from the community. These facts may have deterred 
some tenants from Joining the cooperative in the past. 
Though all these deterrents have not been expliclty taken 
care of in all cooperatives even today the general trend is 
that the cooperative Is probably more acoesslble to tenants. 
On the basis of the findings of the i'mderson and the 
Losey studies and the personal observations cited, the null 
hypothesis is suggested. 
Hypothesis In the null form: There is no difference 
between members and noninembers when they are compared on the 
basis of tenure. 
??hen the data were collected there appeared to be four 
logical categories of tenure (Table 14) . Tliree were obvious-
Table 14. Members and nonmembers by tenure status. 
l^enure 
status Members Nonmembers Total 
Owners 127 47.7% 124 44.6% 251 
Fart owners 35 25 60 
Tenants 99 37.0 119 42.8 218 
Others 7 10 1^ 
Total 268 278 546 
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owner, part owner, and tenant. But there was a fourth cate­
gory made up mostly of farm manager farms (not rented) and 
other farms that had varying types of partnership arrangements. 
Chi square value was 4.93 where significance at the 5 
per cent level with 3 d.f. is 7.82. There is not sufficient 
evidence from the present data to reject the null hypothesis. 
From the data at hand it would seem that only in the part 
owner class was there any appreciable tendency to belong dis­
proportionately to cooperatives. This difference was not 
significant. 
Since there is not sufficient evidence to reject the null 
hypothesis, the original proposition that there would be no 
significant difference when members and nonmembers are com­
pared on the basis of tenure is supported. 
Size of farm in acres. The factor size of farm has not 
been conclusively demonstrated to be a selective factor in 
membership in rural associations. Kaufman in the Kentucky 
study found that tenure was more important than size of hold­
ing; owners of less than 100 acres participated more than 
tenants of over 100 acres. Anderson found that membership in 
church, social civic, and lodge groups were distributed in 
proportions almost equal to the total percentage of farmers 
in each farm size classification. However, medium and large 
farmers were disproportionately members of the Farm Bureau 
^Kaufman, Participation in organized activities in se­
lected Kentucky localities, p. ZZ, 
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1 
and oooperatIves. 
2 3 
Both Stern and Doran and Gibson found that members of 
oooperatlTes tended to operate larger farms than nonmembers. 
This of course could be average size and might not be Indica­
tive of the distribution of farms by size, Anderson and 
Sanderson found that in membership in purchasing cooperatives 
there was no selectivity by size of farm. In the marketing 
cooperatives there seemed to be a tendency for the medium size 
farmers to belong to cooperatives and for the very large and 
4 
the very small farmers not to belong. Losey found size of 
5 
farm was not a significant factor rel&ted to membership* 
Since there are both purchasing and marketing coopera­
tives in Iowa and many cooperatives provide both services it 
is difficult to formulate a proposition on the basis of co­
operative function. There are some plausible economic reasons 
that the very large farmers might not belong to cooperatives. 
Many of them have such large operations that they as individ­
uals obtain many of the same savings that cooperatives provide 
such as quantity buying, efficient marketing and handling, 
paying for just the services desired and having own feed mixjiig 
^Anderson, The membership of farmers in New York organiza­
tions, p. 20. 
^Stern and Doran, op. cit., p. 6. 
3 Gibson, op. cit., p. 4. 
4 Anderson and Sanderson, op. cit., p. 14* 
5 
Losey, op. cit., p. 204. 
plant. The very large and the very small farmers might not 
find it to their beet economio interest to aBsoeiate with the 
large group of middle sized farms. In general the amaller 
bona fide tarmeiB are usually also the less efficient farmers 
and thus might not see the aayings that cooperative associa­
tion could bring them. Some of the smaller farmers ere only 
part time farmers and thus might not identify themselves with 
the farmer group or belong to cooperatives. 
In general operators of larger farms also have hi^er 
socio-economic status. The oont&cts of the higher economic 
status groups are more often outside the community and county. 
Thus, the larger farmers might spend their "associational" 
time with other associntiona that operate on a wider geogra­
phic base or more specialized interest basis. It ia also 
true that those with smuller holdings have lower socio­
economic status thus they viould be less prone to belong to any 
kind of formal association. 
On the basis of the reasoning suggested above the propo­
sition is suggested that members and nonmembers will differ 
significantly when compered on the basis of size of farm. 
Hypothesis stated in the null form; There is no differ­
ence when members and nonmembers are compared on the basis of 
size of farm. 
There is a highly significant difference in size of farm 
when members and nonmembers are compared (Table 15). Chi 
square is 15.17 where significance at the 1 per cent level 
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Table 15. Members and nonmembars by size of farm in aores. 
Size in acres Members Nonmember s Total 
10 - 49 6 16 22 
50 - 59 22 44 66 
100 -174 105 no 215 
175 -259 69 59 126 
260 and over 66 49 115 
Total 266 278 546 
with 4 d.f. is 13.26. The null hypothesis is rejected. 
Operators of farms under 100 acres are disproportion­
ately nonmembers. The same is true of those fe-j) operators of 
farms 500 aores and over. There is very little difference in 
tendency to be members by operators of ferns from 100 to 259 
acres but those who operate farms 260 acres or ovar fire more 
1 
often members. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
proposition that members and nonmembers iffould differ signifi­
cantly when compared on the basis of size of farm is supported. 
General social participation. The section on results 
thus far has been directed mainly at an analysis of personal, 
^It should be noted that the farms 500 acres and over in 
size were more often nonmembers than members. There were 12 
farms over 500 acres, nine were nonmember and three were mem­
ber. This would have produced cells too small to treat sta­
tistically as a category. 
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social and eoonomio oharaoteristios as they are related to 
membership in cooperative associations. At this point an 
additional analysis will be made to determine whether being a 
member in a cooperative is related to participation in other 
formal associations. For instance, the question might be 
asked, is participation in formal associations a pattern, 
i.e., do those people who belong to cooperatives also belong 
to more other formal associations than those who do not belong 
to cooperatives. 
Anderson stated that it has been demonstrated conclu­
sively that membership in a specific formal organization in 
1 
rural areas leads to membership in other rural organizations. 
Some farmer cooperative research findings relate to this 
point. McKay in a California study found that more than half 
of the Calavo cooperative members Interviewed were members of O 
other cooperatives of farm organizations. Gibson found that 
cooperative members belonged to other farm organizations such 
as the Farm Bureau, Grange and livestock end crop associations 
3 
more than did nonmembers. Henning and Poling in their Ohio 
study of cooperative marketing fouiid that cooperative member­
ship and patronage were associated with membership in other 
4 
farm organizations and other cooperatives. /nderson and 
hv, A. Anderson. Social participation and religious af­
filiation in rural areas. Rural soc. 9: 243. 1944. 
^McKay, op. cit., p. 6. 
^Gibson, op. cit., p. 4. 
Penning and Poling, op. cit., p. 10. 
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Sanderaon found that partiolpatlon In organizations other than 
cooperatives la one of the factors most directly related to 
participation in cooperatires. The general conclusions may be 
stated that cooperatiyes are supported chiefly by persona who 
participate in other community organizetions especially the 
general farmers* orgEnizations, sucb as the Farm Bureau and 
1 
Grange. 
There are some apparently logical reasons for these find­
ings* As stated previously partiolpatlon seems to be a family 
pattern. If one member of the family is a member and active 
all members seem to be active in formal aasoclKtions. Some 
people seem more prone to work with other people, others 
would rather work alone. This makes itself felt inseny areas 
of the individual's life, including the propensity to be a 
member and active in formal associetione. It takes individual 
and group aptitudes and skills to be accepted and be an active 
participant in formal aaaoclationa. Gome people never acquire 
those skills and this moy keep them from participation in 
formal associations. Once miuimum of these skills is 
acquired they may join not only one but several aaaoclotions. 
For Instance Anderson found that 21 per cent of the farmers 
belonged to no associations, Hi per cent belonged to only one 
(almost half of this group belonged to church only) and 50 
^Anderson and Sanderson, op. cit., p. 15. 
^Anderson, The membership of farmers in New York organi­
zations, p. 7. 
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per cent belonged to more than one association. The Iowa 
data show that 96 per cent of those who belonged to ooopera-
tlTes also belonged to other associations. Thus in only 4 
per cent of the cases was cooperative membership the only 
type of formal voluntary association membership held. 
It may be true that there Is some minimum formal partlo-
ipatlon experience that farmers desire to have before they are 
willing to become members in farmer cooperatives. 
On the basis of research cited above and for the possible 
reasons given above the proposition is suggested that those 
people who are cooperative members are more often members of 
other formal associations than those who do not belong to 
cooperatives. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference 
when members and nonmembers are compared on the basis of mem-
bership in other formal voluntary associations* 
There is a significant difference (Table 16). Chi square 
is 11.11 where significance at the 1 per cent level with 1 
d.f. is 6.64. The null hypothesis Is rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
proposition that those people who are cooperative members will 
more often be members of other formal associations than those 
who are not members of cooperatives is supported. 
People in the sample belonged most frequently to church, 
Farm Bureau, fraternal associations, Parent-Teacher Associa­
tions and veterans' associations in that order. Since a 
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Table 16* Hembara and noniaembera by membership In other 
formal assooiatlons. 
Membership in 
other asaoclatlons 
Members Nonmembers Total 
Member in other associations 857 245 502 
Not member in other assocla-
tiona U gg 44 
Total 268 278 546 
slgnifleant difference was found between members end nonmem-
bers when compered on the be sis of their belonging toother 
formal associations, in general it might be hjrpothQslzed that 
this aame difference would hold for specific formal associa­
tion, i.e., members would more often bolonj; to these other 
specific formal associations. Hypothesis in the null form: 
There are no differoncea when members and nonmembers are 
compared on the basis of menbership in the specific formal 
aBSOOlations church, Farm Bureau, Parent-Teacher Associations, 
veterans* associations and fraternal associations. 
There is conflicting evidence on this point. In the 
two organizations to which people in the semple most fre­
quently belonged—the church (Table 17) fcind Farm Bureau 
(Tsble 18)—there were significant differences. For church 
ohi square was 7.91 where significance at the 1 per cent level 
with 1 d.f. is 6.64. For the Farm Bureau ohi square was 7.59 
where significance at the 1 per cent level with 1 d.f. is 
6.64. A larger proportion of members belonged to theae 
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Table 17. Members end nonmembers by membership in churches* 
Chxirch membership Members Nonmembers Total 
Belong to churches 220 800 480 
Do not belong to churches 46 78 126 
Total S68 278 546 
Table 18* Members and nonmembers by membership In ?arm 
Bureau. 
^m^be^hlp Members Nonmembers Total 
Belong to Farm Bureau 171 145 316 
Do not belong to Farm 
Bureau 97 155 230 
Total 268 278 546 
associations. However, In the case of fraternal associations 
(Table 19) and Parent-Teacher Associations (Table 20) and 
veterans* associations (Table 21) there were no significant 
differences. Chi square was less than one In all oases. 
Since the null hypothesis was rejected in only two oases, 
the original proposition that there will be a significant dif­
ference between members and nonmembers v;hen compared on the 
basis of belonging to specific formal associations is support­
ed in only two out of the five cases. The direction of the 
difference is as predicted in those two cases in that a larger 
proportion of cooperative members are also church and Farm 
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Table 19. Members and nonmembers by membership in fraternal 
organizations* 
J^aternal organization 
membership Member Nonmember Total 
Belong to fraternal 
association 36 41 77 
Do not belong to fraternal 
association 858 257 469 
Total 268 278 846 
Table 20. Members and nonmembers by membership In Parent 
Teacher Associations. 
P.T.A. 
membership Member s Nonmembers 
Total 
Belong to P.T.A. 40 37 77 
Do not belong to P.T.A. 288 241 469 
To tal 268 278 846 
Table 21. Members and nonmembers by membership In veterans* 
organizations. 
Veterans' organization 
membership Members Nonmembers Total 
Belong to veterans* 
organization 16 19 57 
Do not belong to veterans* 
organizat ion 280 289 809 
Total 268 278 846 
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Bureau members* 
Partlolpatlon In Informal oooperatlve ventures. There is 
another aspect of the proposition that participation is a 
pattern that may have important application to fttrmer coopera­
tives. The previous section on participation dealt only with 
membership in formal associations. Another aspect might deal 
with the relation of informal participation to formal perticl-
petion. Duncan set up three categories of participation: 
(1) formal participation as we have been using it in this dis­
sertation, (2) semiformal participation such as attendance at 
public events such as movies, btiseball, parades, festivals, 
athletic contests, plays, lectures and social banquets, and 
(3) informal participation such as meals with friends, visit­
ing, parties, borrowing and lending, fishing trips with 
friends, taking care of others* children and shopping. He 
found that individuals who participated to a high degree in 
1 
one type also were likely to do so in the other types. Kauf­
man used visiting patterns as a measure of informal associa­
tion in his New York study and his data show that there is a 
positive relationship between informal and formal participa­
tion, i.e., those who have the most informal contacts also 
2 
belong to the most formal associations. 
Several factors might explain these findings. It is 
^Dunoon and Artis, op. cit., p. 37. 
%aufman. Prestige classes in a New York ccnmunity, p. 22. 
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possible that certain people have personality traits that make 
it easier and more satisfying from their point of view to as­
sociate and work vith other people on both an informal and 
formal basis. It is also quite possible that some of the same 
selective factors in terms of prestige rank, occupation, 
finances, time, educational background and understnading may 
operate in both formal and informal participation. 
One might expect that a larger proportion of those who 
participate in small informal cooperative ventures such as wok 
exchange, cooperative use of machinery and Joint ownership of 
breeding stock would be members of cooperatives than would 
those who do not cooperate on an informal basis. Here again, 
it might be argued that working together cooperatively is 
something thnt has to be learned end once leared on an infor­
mal basis it is more apt to be carried over into formal co­
operative activity. 
One might expect to find that farmers who cooperate on 
an informal basis would mora often be members of formal co­
operatives. Hypothesis in the null form: There is no differ­
ence when members and nonmembers are compared on the basis of 
participation or nonparticipation in informal cooperative 
ventures as categorized below. 
There is a highly significant difference when members and 
nonmembers are compared (Table 22). Chi square is 7.08 where 
significance at the 1 per cent level with 1 d.f. is 6*64. 
The null hypothesis is rejected. 
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Table 2S. Members and nonmembers by participation In informal 
cooperative ventures. 
Informal cooperative 
ventures 
Members Nonmember s Total 
Participate in informal 
cooperative ventures 211 191 402 
Do not partipate in informal 
cooperative ventures 57 87 144 
Total 268 278 546 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
proposition thet e larger proportion of farmers who cooperate 
on an informal basis will be members of formal cooperatives 
is supported. 
Although more members than nonmembers participate in 
three informal ventures, there is no significant difference 
when members and nonmembers are compared on the basis of 
nximber of informal cooperative ventvires in which they engage. 
Socio-economio status. The positive relationship between 
social status and general formal association membership has 
been well validated. Anderson reports that it is the members 
of the upper class families who are the participants; they 
1 
belong, hold offices and serve on committees. In his New 
York study Kaufman found that there was a direct relationship 
between prestige class and organizational memberships and 
^Anderson, Family social participation and social status 
self-ratings, p. 253. 
- 124 -
1 
leadership positions. In his Kentucky study Kaufman, using 
Z 
Inoone as an Index of status, found a highly significant 
positive ralatlonshlp between income and formal particlpa-
3 
tlon. Mangus and Cottam found that with each increase In 
level of living scores there was an increase In all four 
categorlas of his participation index—affiliation, contrl-
4 
butions, committee work, and offleerships* Duncan found 
that, 
The higher prestige groups had on the average 
higher participation scores of all types than 
the lower prestige groups, an evident direct 
relationship between participation and prestige 
scores.^ 
None of the studies of farmer cooperatives reviewed 
dealt specifically with this factor as one operating selec­
tively in determining membership in farmer cooperatives. 
Computations from Kaufman's New York data indicated that fann­
er membership in the G.L.Jf. and Dairyman's League increased In 
6 
direct relation to rise in prestige classes. 
^Kaufman, Prestige classes in a New York rural community, 
p. 22. 
^Kaufman, Participation in organized activities in 
selected Kentucky localities, p. 19. 
3 
There is a generally recognized positive relationship 
between income and prestige rating. For specific validation 
see Duncan and Artis, op. cit., p. 28. 
4 Mangus and Cottam, op. clt., p. 52. 
Duncan and Artls, op, cit., p. 40. 
^Kaufman, Prestige classes in a New York rural community, 
p. 10, 18. 
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Beoause of the eoonomlo nature of cooperatives in Iowa 
it is quite possible that those people in the very high sooio-
1 
economic status might not belong to cooperatives. In moat 
cases they may be big operators who can get the same savings 
by buying or selling directly rather then through the coopera­
tive. They probably would also have other social and prestige 
groups with which they were connected that would give them 
more status than being active in the cooperative. 
The proposition is suggested that members and nonmembers 
will differ significantly when compered on the basis of socio­
economic status. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference when 
members and nonmembers are compared on the basis of socio­
economic status. 
There is a significant difference when members and non-
members are cOTipored (Table 23). Chi sQuare is 10.16 where 
significance at the 5 per cent level with 4 d.f. is 9.49. The 
null hypothesis is rejected. Care should be used in general­
izing due to the small number, four, in one cell of the table, 
With the exception of the very high status groups coop­
erative membership increases with socio-economic status. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
proposition that there would be a significant difference when 
members are compared with nonmembers on the basis of socio-
^William H. Sewell. A short form of the farm family 
socio-economic status scale. Rural Soc. 8: 161-170. 1943» 
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Table 23. Members end nonmembers by sooio-economlo statua 
score. 
soolo-eoonomlc 
status score Members Nonmembers Total 
60 - 69 29 49 78 
70 - 79 94 105 199 
CD
 
0
 
1 00
 
79 71 150 
65 - 89 62 44 106 
90 - 93 4 9 
Total 266 278 546 
eoonomlo status Is supported. 
The Relation of Selected Factors to Differential Member 
Partlolpatlon In Cooi)eratlvea 
The previous section dealt with a comperlBon of members 
and nonmembers on the basis of certain selected personal and 
social characteristics. This section, the main focus of the 
dissertation, deals only with members of cooperatives. It at­
tempts to determine If selected personal, social and economic 
characteristics of members and selected characteristics of 
cooperatives and communities are asBoclated with different 
degrees of ptirtlclpatlon in farmer cooperatives. 
Members will be analyzed on the basis of the same select­
ed personal end social characteristics used in the previous 
•ectlon. In addition, member participation will be analyzed 
127 
in relation to the following aeleoted areas of oharaoteristioa: 
(1) reasons for Joining and conditions under which members 
Joined the cooperative, (2) understanding of cooperative 
principles and responsibilities, (3) identification with their 
cooperatives, (4) source end desire for information concerning 
cooperatives, (5) knowledge of facts about cooperatives, (6} 
satisfactions and criticisms of cooperatives, (7) character­
istics of cooperatives to which they belong, and (8) community 
characteristics of the community in which they live. 
Selected personal and social characterlatios of members 
Ago« Age was found to bo a significant factor when mem­
bers and nonmembers were compared. 
Bose found that men of the age group 30 to 49 attended 
1 
meetings most often and spoke up most often in these meetings. 
f 
Goldhamer found participation rates were relatively high until 
age 23, decreased rapidly until age 30, gradually increased to 
a maximum between ages 40 to 49 and then decreased again for 
Z 
those over 50 years of age. In his Kentucky study Kaufman 
found that officerships increased rapidly between ages 20 and 
40, went up slowly bistween 40 and 50, leveled off between 50 
3 
and 60 and decreased among members over 60. Mangus and Cotten 
^Rose, op. cit., p. 167. 
2 Goldhamer, op. oit«, p. 38. 
^Kaufman, Participation in organized activities in se­
lected Kentucky localities, p. 29. 
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found that the most active members were those between 35 and 
1 
54 with relatively high aotlvlty until age 64. Mayo found 
participation varied irregularly with age. He found the low 
point of participation at about 20 then a gradual increase 
which peaked at ages 35 to 59 and 45 to 49. There was de­
creased participation between ages 50 to 54 then the highest 
2 
point was reached between ages 55 to 59. Hay concluded that 
individuals from 35 to 54 had consistently and to a marked 
degree the highest participation scores in both formal and in-
3 
formal groups. Ajideraon and Plambeck concluded that families 
under 35 participated the least. They found no great differ-
4 
ences in peirticlpation rates from ages 35 to 55. 
However, when age was related to participation in the 
strictly cooperative studies no positive relationships were 
found. Anderson and Sanderson found no difference in the use 
of Grange League Federation outlets by different age groups 
and concluded that age did not seem to be a significant fac-
5 
tor related to pslronage of this cooperative enterprise. 
Losey found that while older members tended to be more active 
in cooperatives in terms of attending meetings and patronizing 
^Mangus and Cottam, op. alt., p. 246. 
^Mayo and Marah, op. clt., p. 248. 
^ay, Social participation of individuals in four rural 
communities of the Northeast, p. 132. 
^Anderson and Plambeck, op. clt., p. 15. 
5 
Anderson and Sanderson, op. clt., p. 13. 
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1 
the oooperative the difference was not significant. 
There do seem to be some logical reasons that age, al­
though related to membership in cooperatives, might not be as 
closely related to participation in cooperatives as it is in 
other formal associationed. It should be recognized that 
some factors may have already been selective in the decision 
to become a member. General participation scores give much 
weight to meeting attendance and ccnuaittee assigiunents. How­
ever, there are very few general meetings in the cooperative 
associations and most of them are of a very secondary nature. 
Since participation in cooperative meetings is not a general 
expectation of most people the young person need not worry 
about whether he will be accepted by the group or have to 
take an active part in the meeting. Committee assignments may 
be important in most groups and in general the older members 
get the Important committee assignments. However, there are 
few committee assignments in most cooperatives and thus the 
factor of age may not operate against the younger members' 
participation score in cooperatives. Young and old alike can 
patronize because in the main this is a very impersonal re­
lationship and age would probably not be an important factor 
in patronage unless it was affected by short run price differ­
entials between the cooperative and its competitors. In the 
responsibility of financing, risk bearing and talking about 
the cooperative the younger members might be at a disadvantage. 
^Losey, op. cit., p. 202. 
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ThBj would probably have lesa capital to provide. They 
probably would not ba accepted in an advisory capacity if they 
attempted to booat their cooperative aa readily as would the 
older people. However, the younger members might be Just aa 
interested as older members to learn more about their coopera­
tive, support an educational program and talk to neighbors 
about the cooperative. 
It should also be pointed out that many cooperatives 
force cancellation of membership if no business is transacted 
with the cooperative for a period of two or three years. 
Thus, the older members could not indefinitely hold member­
ships without participation to some extent. 
On the basis of the review of literature related specif­
ically to cooperatives and the reasoning presented directly 
above the proposition is suggested that there will be no 
significant relationship between member participation scorea 
and age. Hypothesis in null form; There is no relationship 
between member participation scores end the age of the mem­
bers. 
The two variables, age of member and participation 
scores, were plotted against each other on a scatter diagram* 
Inspection of these data yields little evidence to disprove 
the null hypothesis. There is no apparent relationship be­
tween these factors that would allow one to predict partici­
pation scores from age of member. 
Since the null hypothesis la not rejected, the original 
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proposition that there Is no significant relationship between 
participation scores and age of member la supported. 
Eduoatlon. Goldhamer concluded that the frequency of 
attendance at meetings increased as educational level increas­
ed, but mean attendance frequency per association was highest 
among those who had completed three or four years of high 
1 
school. He also found that vrhile the more highly educated 
people held more leadership roles this was largely a function 
of the number of associations to which they belonged. There 
was little variation among different educational levels when 
Judged by the proportion of organizations in which offlcer-
2 
ships were held. 
Rose found that those with the most education did not 
speak up in meetings any more frequently than those in the 
lower educational levels. In general those which some high 
school training spoke up more often than those with no high 
3 
school or those who graduate or go beyond high school. Man-
gus and Cottam found similar evidence and concluded that those 
who had attended but not completed high school, when compared 
with those who had completed or not attended hi^ school, 
4 
were the most active in formal partioipation. 
^Goldhamer, op. cit., p. 38. 
^Ibld., p. 59. 
®Rose, op. olt., p. 175. 
4 
Mangus and Cottam, op. clt., p. 42. 
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Lindstrom tound voluntary organizations were supported 
best by those who advanced farthest in school. He found the 
greatest overall difference between those who had less than 
eighth grade education and those who had eighth grade educa­
tion or more. There was little difference between those who 
had completed eighth grade but not graduated from high school 
and those who had graduated from high school when they were 
compared on the basis of being on committees or boards of 
directors. However, there was a great difference between 
these two groups In terms of being officers, paying dues, and 
taking part In programs. The higher the education the greater 
1 
the participation In these activities. 
Hay found there was significantly higher participation 
In ell communities when those with ninth grade and above edu-
£ 
cation were compared with those who had eight grades or less. 
In his Kentucky study Kaufman concluded that the tendency 
for persons of higher educational rank to assume leadership 
in organized activities was a notable fact. Persons with more 
than four years of college, In comparison with those of less 
than four years of schooling, were 40 times as likely to hold 
3 
office In organizations and held 100 times as many offices. 
^Lindstrom, op. clt., p. 109-111. 
^Hay, social participation of households In selected 
rural communities of the Northeast, p. 146. 
3 
Kaufman, Participation In organized activities in se­
lected Kentucky localities, p. 12. 
- 133 
Anderson and Plambeolc found that there was e direct 
1 
relation between sohoollng and partiolpation. Anderson and 
Smith ooneluded that husbands and wives with the most school-
2 
ing participated moat actively in organizations. 
In the cooperative studies educational level has also 
been found to be a significant factor. Stern found that there 
was a tendency for those members with more formal education to 
attend and participate in meetings to a greater extent than 
3 
those with less education. Losey also found that those who 
had at least completed high school more often attended meet-
4 
ings and were more regular patrons. 
It would seem reasonable that these same generalizations 
would hold for participation in farmer cooperatives aa meas­
ured by this participation score. It seems logical that it 
would apply especially to the elements of the score dealing 
with understanding, being willing to finance, bearing risks, 
making constructive criticisms, desiring more information and 
willingness to finance education. 
Higher educational level should bring about proficiency 
in speaking, writing and development of the understanding 
and skills of working with people. Kducatlon should provide a 
^Anderson and Plambeck, op. cit., p .  16. 
A. Anderson and Harold E. Smith, Formal and informal 
participation in a New York village. N. Y. (Ithaca) Agr. Exp. 
3ta, Dept. Bural Soc. Mlmeo. Bui. 28. 1952. p. 4. 
^Stern and Doran, op. cit., p. 30. 
^osey, op. cit., p. 139. 
- 134 
more sound body of understanding upon which to determine 
alternatiyes, analyze date and make decisions. On the as-
Bxuaption that the member will belong to the cooperative only 
if It is to his best advantage one might expect him to be 
more active as a member if ha is of a higher educational level. 
participation scores are expected to differ significantly 
when compared on the basis of the amount of formal education 
which members have. Hypothesis in the null form: There is 
no difference in member participation scores when they are 
compared on the basis of the amount of formal education, as 
categorized below, which members have. 
There were no significant differences in participation 
scores. There was some tendency for members in hi^er educa­
tional levels to have higher participation scores (Table 84). 
Table 24. Participation of members by amount of formal edu­
cation. 
Amount of Members 
education Number Per cent Mean participation score 
0 to 7 years 34 12.7 41.6 
8 years 114 42.5 44.6 
9 to 11 years 44 16.4 45.2 
12 years 58 21.7 46.0 
More than 12 years 18 6.7 50.4 
Total 268 100.0 
If the data were gathered as a continuous variable the 
results might have been significant. If the assumption is made 
that the categories listed in Table 24 represent a continuous 
variable (that the difference between each category is the 
same) and the appropriate analysis completed there is a 
significant difference. 
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There was little difference In soores among those who have 
completed eighth grade, gone to high school, and completed 
high school. The greatest differences oco\irred between these 
three groups and those members who had either not completed 
the eighth grade or those who had gone beyond high school. 
There are no significant differences in participation 
scores. F is 1.44 where signifioance at the 5 per cent lerel 
is 2.40 (Table 25). There is not sufficient evidence to 
reject the n\ill hypothesis* 
T&ble 25. Analysis of variance cooperative participation 
scores by amount of formal education* 
Source of Degrees of Siim of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 4 989,55 247.39 
Within groups 2jW 45.090.96 171*45 
Total 267 46,080.51 
Since the null hypothesis is not rejected, the original 
proposition that participation scores would differ signifi­
cantly when members are compared on the basis of the amount of 
formal schooling is not supported. 
Stage of family cycle. In his labor study icyllonen found 
that single union members attended meetings most often and 
heeds of childless married couples attended more often than 
1 
those with children, Anderson and Smith found that families 
^Toiml E. Kyllonen. Social characteristics of active 
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In the pre- and post-sobool periods were the most extensive 
1 
participators in organizations. Anderson and Plambeok found 
that fBmilies with children under ten years of Ege had lower 
participation scores than those with no children or children 
2 
over ten. j-fiangus found that a higher proportion of famlllea 
having children were participants than those who had no 
3 
children* 
All of the above studies found that stage of family cycle 
was an important factor in differentiating social participa­
tion. However, the data are not compareble in terras of the 
classification of the stages of the family cycle, and there are 
some conflicting results which make an overall generalization 
unsafe. 
It does not appear that the stage of family cycle as 
such would have e significant influence on participation In 
farmer cooperatives. Stage of family cycle often affects 
participation in that it ie difficult for young married couples 
with children to attend meetings and serve on committees. 
However, neither of these forms of partiolpatlon Is very 
Important or time consuming in most cooperatives. The stage 
of family cycle should not affect participation in the form 
unionists. Amer. Jl. Hoc. 56: 521. 1951* 
^Anderson and Smith, op. cit., p. 4. 
2 Anderson and Flambeck, op. clt., p. 15* 
3 
Mangus and Cottam, op. cit., p. 41. 
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of patronage In terms of the time it takes. 
A correlete of the stage of family cycle that might af­
fect participation roight be inebility to assume proportionate 
financial burdens. /Another related factor might be looking at 
prices from a more short run immediote need basis. These of 
course are usually characteristics of the early stage of 
family cycle. However, it should be recognized that it is 
quite possible that these, and perhaps other factors, have al­
ready been selective in determining whether the individual has 
become a member. 
The younger faper vvould probably not have the prestige 
with which to boost his cooperative or perhaps would feel his 
criticisms would not carry as much weight as those of older 
people. On the other hand, the younger members might be more 
willing to learn and change ideas about their cooperative and 
its function and role. 
Though the review of literature is inconclusive and the 
possible logic of participation listed above is in conflict 
the strongest evidence seems to point to the proposition that 
perticipation scores will not be significantly different when 
compnred on the basis of stage of family cycle. Hypothesis: 
There is no difference in member participation scores when 
they are compared on the basis of member stage of family 
cycle, as categorized below. 
These categories were sat up on the basis of the reviewed 
research. Kyllonen found differences on the basis of single, 
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ohlidlesB married end married with ohlldren. Anderson and 
Smith found differences between families with pre-sohool and 
post-school children compared with families with children in 
school. Mangus and Cottam classified families on the basis 
of those who had children and had no children. All of these 
categories are contained in the above categories. However, 
It is recognized that the findings do not apply to all of 
them but merely to the categories used above. 
The major difference in participation scores occurred 
between the members who had no children and those who had 
children (Table 26). There was very little difference in 
participation scores between the families who had children 
regardless of stage in family cycle. 
There is no significant difference in participation 
scores (Table 27). F is 1.29 where significance at the 5 
per cent level is 2.64. There is not sufficient evidence to 
Table 26. Participation of members by the stage of family 
cycle. 
Stage of cycle Number Per cent Mean participation score 
No ohlldren 36 13.4 41.8 
Pre-sohool children 
only 39 14.5 46.0 
Children in school 143 53.4 45.6 
Children beyond 
school only 50 18.7 45.8 
Total 268 100. 
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Table 27. Analysis ofwrlenoe cooperative pertlolpatlon 
scores by stage of family cycle. 
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean 
yarlatlon freedom square a squares 
Between groups 3 667.19 222.40 
Within groups 264 45,415.32 172.08 
Total 267 46,060.51 
refute the null hypothesis. 
Since the null hypothesis Is not rejected, the original 
proposition that participation scores would not differ 
significantly when compared on the basis of stage of family 
cycle, as categorized above, Is supported. 
Tenure status. Tenure was not a significant factor 
associated with membership in cooperatives. 
1 2 
The studies of Lindstrom, Mangus and Cottam and the 
3 
Kaufman Kentuclcy study found that formal associations were 
supported best by owners when contrasted with part owners or 
tenants. Anderson and Plambeck found that a larger proportion 
of farm owners attended meetings than did either tenants or 
4 
farm laborers. 
^Lindstrom, op. cit., p. 109. 
%angus and Cottam, op. olt., p. 41. 
^Kaufman, participation in organized activities In se­
lected Kentucky localities, p. 23. 
4 
Anderson and Plambeck, op. cit., p. 8. 
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While Duncan found thetlbrm owners had slightly higher 
average formal perticipction scores, he stated that the dif­
ference was not Important, Alexander and Nelson concluded 
that generally tenure seemed to exert no general influence on 
2 
membership and participation. 
In an Iowa study Anderson and Ryan concluded that there 
is a distinct lack of tenure class difference in social 
participation among the farmers living in the prosperous 
farming area studied. Unrelated tenants were somewhat less 
3 
active. 
In cooperative studies Henning and Poling found that 
those members who did all their business with cooperatives, 
as compared with those who did part or none of their business, 
were more often tenants than owners. He raises the point that, 
•TJhis analysis may mean that tenants are apt to be more cooper­
ative minded than owners and that owners are more individual-
4 
istlc and hence less interested in cooperation." Losey 
found that although owners tended to be more consistent, in 
general, tenure status had little effect on participation in 
terms of meeting attendance and being regular customers. 
^Duncan and Artis, op. cit., p. 39. 
^Alexander and Nelson, op, cit., p. 70. 
^Anderson and Ryan, op. cit., p. 281. 
Slennlng and Poling, op. cit., p. 10. 
®Losey, op. cit., p. 204, 
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Bere again, on the surface there seems to be conflicting 
evidence. However, the latest end most scientific studies 
seem to suggest the proposition thfit tenure is becoming less 
important and in many cases is no longer significantly 
1 
associated with participation. Hypothesis: There is no 
difference in member participation soores whan they are com­
pared on the basis of tenure as classified below. 
Jidembers were classified as owners if they were in the 
process of buying thair farms. Owner-tenants were those mem­
bers who had bought or were buying a farm and also ranting 
additional land. As can be seen in Table 28, there was only 
Table 28. Participation of members by tenure status. 
Tenure status .. . . • 
Number Per cent Mean participation score 
Owner 127 48,7 45.7 
Owner-tenant 35 13*4 45.7 
Tenant _99 37.9 43.8 
Total 261 100. 
a small difference in participation scores. 
There is no significant difference in the scores. F is 
less than one (Table £9). There is not sufficient evidence 
to refute the null hypothesis. 
1A more complete discussion of some of the logic involved 
in this proposition may be found in the section on tenure and 
its relation to membership or nonmembership in cooperatives. 
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Table 29. Analysis of varlanoe cooperative partlolpetion 
scores by tenure status. 
Source of Degrees of sum of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 2 225.74 117.87 
Within groups 866 44,009.07 170.58 
Total 260 44,244.81 
Since the null hypothesis is not rejected, the original 
proposition that there would be no aignlficent difference In 
participation when members were compared on the basis of 
tenure is supported. 
Length of residence In community. A number of studies 
have dealt with the relation of length of residence in com-
1 2 
munlty to partlcipstlon. Anderson and Flambeck and Kaufman 
In his Kentucky study found that in general participation In­
creased with the length of residence in the community. Llnd-
Strom divided his sample into those who had lived in the com­
munity ten years and those who had lived over ten years and 
found that the organizations were supported the most by those 
3 
who hcd lived In the community the longest. Anderson and 
^Anderson and Plambeck, op. cit., p. 16. 
p 
Kaufman, Participation in organized activities In se­
lected Kentucky localities, p. 18. 
2 Llndstrom, op. clt., p. 109. 
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1 2 
Smltb oeme to tho seme conclusion. Rowan found that there 
was no significant relationship between length of residence 
in the present home and organizational affiliation of men. 
In cooperative studies Kenning and Poling found a slight 
tendency for those farmers who had lived on their farms for 
only a few years, as compared with those who had been on their 
farms longer, to be somewhat more interested and doing more 
business with their cooperative. However, he did not feel 
this tendency was important enough to warrant additional 
3 
study. Though Anderson and Sanderson did not define long 
and short, they stated that persons with longer residence in 
the local comiminity participated more in cooperatives than 
4 
those who had resided only a short time. However, Loeey 
found length of residence in the same community was not 
5 
associated with participation. 
Though there seems to be general agreement among the non-
cooperative studies that length of residence is an important 
factor related to participation, there is not this general 
agreement in the cooperative studies. There may be logical 
reasons that length of residence is not an important factor 
^Anderson and Smith, op. cit., p. 4. 
^Rowan, op. cit., p. 22. 
^Henning and Poling, op. cit., p. 10. 
^Anderson and Sanderson, op. cit., p. 15. 
5 Losey, op. cit., p. 203. 
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ralated to partiolpation In farmer cooperatives. Basically 
cooperatives are not status t^iving groups, not class 
saleotlve and h&ve no restrictive membership qualifications 
except perhaps on an occupatlonel basis, i/lembership fees are 
usually low. The prospective member does not have to be asked 
to join, he merely goes to the cooperative and pays his mem­
bership fee, or accumulates it through savings. Although 
cooperatives often are supposed to pass on new members, most 
cooperatives never do this formally. Thus the member does not 
have to be well known, prove himself over time or be accepted 
into the community before he becomes a cooperative member# 
However, from the point of view of the cooperative as an 
economic association there are some considerations on both 
sides. Length of time in community would probably be associ­
ated with years farmed in many cases. It might be reasoned 
that the young inexperienced farmer might feel more confident 
in dealing with an organization run by fellow farmers. He 
might find in certain cooperatives that other farmers are 
willing to bear some of the costs of services, such as credit, 
that he as a beginning farmer needs. On the other hand, the 
beginning farmer may have to operate with more short run views 
and thus shop wherever he can save a cent or two at the moment. 
He also may not be able to bear the expense of financing or 
capital improvement that might pay him in the long run but be 
relatively expensive in the short run. It is possible that 
14B 
the young farmer would not have had time to see whet role an 
efficient and needed cooperative could perform. This might 
come with time and observation. 
However, it is thought that the strongest research and 
logic points to the proposition that there will be no sig­
nificant difference in participation scores when they are 
compared on the basis of length of member residence in the 
community. 
The hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference 
in member participation scores when they are oompared on the 
basis of length of residence in the oommunity as categorized 
below. 
The data for length of residence were available only in 
the categories used in Table 30. 
Table 30. Participation of members by number of years they 
have lived in the community. 
Number of years pey pent Mean pertlcipation score 
1 - 5 110 41.0 44.7 
6 - 1 0  6 6  2 4 . 6  4 4 . 4  
11 - IS 29 10.8 45.1 
16 - 20 17 6.4 47.7 
21 or more 46 17.2 45.9 
Total 266 100. 
- 146 
There is no significant difference in the scores. 7 is 
less than 1 (Table 31). There Is not sufficient evidence to 
refute the null hypothesis. 
Since the null hypothesis is not rejected, the orl/^inal 
proposition that there will be no significant difference in 
participation scores when members are compared on the basis of 
length of residence in the community is supported. 
Table 31. Analysis of variance cooperative participation 
score by number of years members lived in community. 
Source of Degrees or sum of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 4 193.42 46.36 
vVithln groups 263 45.687.09 174.48 
Total 267 46,080.51 
Number of years farmed. Length of time farmed was foimd 
to be a significant factor related to membership in coopera­
tives. There were little data in the review of literature on 
this relationship. Loaey found that years of farming experi-
X 
ence was not related to participation. 
The author has heard it said by sooe cooperative leaders 
that it is the members who have farmed for a number of years 
who are the members who really believe in and participate In 
cooperatives. The arguments presented are th^t it is only 
^Losey, op. clt., p. 143. 
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as the farmer get acquainted vrlth the market system, sees some 
of the Injustices or Ineffioienoies of it and sees other 
people solving some of their problems on a cooperative basis 
that they are really willing to cooperate. It is also pointed 
out that those farmers who have been through a depression and 
know the importance of a few cents on a bushel of corn or one 
cent on a gallon of gasoline continue to be active participat­
ing members in their cooperative. It is said that the younger 
farmers are making so much money now that one or two cents 
does not mean anything to them. 
However, the sovindness of these arguments is doubted. 
There also may be other more important influences on partici­
pation. Though field observations have shown a few members 
that validate the position stated above there seem to be more 
oases where it is not true. Also, since age is generally as­
sociated with years farmed and it was not expected or found 
to be significantly related to participation, there seems 
little reason to think that length of time farmed will be 
significantly related to participation. The null hypothesis 
is suggested: There is no difference in member participation 
scores when they are compared on the basis of the years mem­
bers have farmed, as categorized below. 
Due to the small nximber in one cell generalizations from 
this data should be made with care. However, it should be 
noted that the small cell has a mean score that is most 
divergent from the total mean and thus might contribute 
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greatly to the dlffsranoe found (Table 32). Hie scores sug­
gest some Interesting hypotheses but are not significantly 
different. 
1 
The differences in the scores are not significant. F is 
l.OS where slgnlfioanoe at the 5 per cent leyel is 2.13 (Table 
33). There is not sufficient evidence to refute the null 
hypothesis. 
Since the null hypothesis is not rejected, the original 
proposition that there ia no significant difference in 
participation scores when compared on the basis of years mem­
bers have farmed is supported. 
Table 32. Participation of members by number of years they 
have farmed. 
Years farmed Member s 
Less than 1 3 1.1 52.3 
1 - 5  26 9.7 46.8 
6 - 1 0  48 17.9 42.9 
11 - 16 50 18.7 42.5 
16 - 20 37 13.8 46.2 
21 - 30 48 17.9 47.2 
31 or more 56 20.9 45.1 
Total 268 100. 
the data were gathered as a continuous variable the 
results might have been significant. If the assumption ia made 
that the categories listed in Table 32 represent a continuous 
variable (that the difference between each category ia the 
same) and the appropriate analysis completed there is a 
significant difference. 
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Table 33. Analyala of variance oooperatlye participation 
scores by number of years members have farmed. 
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean 
variation freedom squares aquarea 
Between groups 6 1,060.10 176.68 
Within groups 2^ 45.020.41 172.49 
Total 267 46,080.51 
Size of farm In acres. McKay, in his cooperative study, 
found that members who attended the annuel meeting were also 
growers who had considerably more than the average number of 
1 
trees. Losey fo\ind thet size of farm operated was not a 
determining factor in participation at the annual meeting of 
the cooperative nor was it significantly asaoclated with 
regular patronage. It should be recognized that number of 
trees is not necessarily related to size of farm Just as size 
of farm in Iowa la not necessarily a true index of the 
potential volume of business that a member might do with the 
cooperative. 
If size is related to potential volume of business with 
the cooperatives there are some logical reasons that members 
with large farms might be more active than those with smaller 
farms. In economic terms the large volume farmer probably has 
^MoKay, op. cit., p. 11-12. 
^Losey, op. cit., p. 180-182. 
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more at stake. He has more patronage thus will probably 
bear more risks, should be helping to finance more and thus 
policy decisions may be more important to him. His ooopere-
tive activity may represent such a large part of his business 
that he rationally should allocate a relatively large part of 
his managerial ability to helping make cooperstive decisions 
and trying to get policies favorable to his firm operating in 
the cooperative. However, it is quite possible that the large 
operator does not find his own best interest is the same es 
the medium and smeller sized farmers so he may not participate 
to the fullest extent. He may do a lot of business outside of 
the cooperative because he can get the same savings as an 
individual as do the smaller operators through cooperation, 
i degree of selectivity on the basis of size has probably al­
ready operated in determining those who are members. 
Size of farrc and socio-economic status have usually been 
found to be relatec^ thus, the large farmer operators might be 
expected to participate more. However, it is quite possible 
that many smaller farmers, with lower socio-economic status, 
are really sold on the idea of cooperation and participate to 
a high degree. 
On the basis of the Losey study, and what in the mind of 
the author is the strongest evidence, the null hypothesis is 
suggested: There is no relationship between participation 
scores and size of farm. 
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The two variables, size of farm and partlolpetlon scores, 
were plotted against each other on a scatter diagram. An 
inspection of these data yields little evidence to disprove 
the null hypothesis. There is no apparent relationship betwe­
en these factors that would allow one to predict participation 
scores from size of farm. There is not sufficient evidence to 
reject the null hypothesis. 
Since there is not sufficient evidence to reject the null 
hypothesis, the original proposition that there will be no 
significant difference when members and nonmembers are compared 
on the basis of size of farm is supported. 
General social participation. There is some evidence to 
support the proposition that social participation is e pattern. 
Those who participate at all, participate very actively and in 
many different kinds of activity. Anderson concluded from his 
studies that, '*It has been demonstrated conclusively that mem­
bership in a specific formal organization in rural areas leads 
to membership in other rural organizations." 
There is a minimum of social skill needed for participa­
tion in any type of formal group activity. Many people do not 
feel that they possess those minimum skills and this may keep 
them from Joining formal associations. Once the skills are 
learned and are found adequate in one group, the satisfaction 
may lead to the participation in other groups. 
^Anderson, Social participation and religious affiliation 
in rural areas, p. 242. 
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In addition to the group that nay feol they do not hare 
the mlnimiun aoolel skills there may be those who prefer to 
work alone. Others prefer the group method both from the point 
of view of individual satisfaction and group acoompllshment• 
M. E. John concluded from his study of the relationship 
of cooperative satisfaction and perticlpotion In cooperatives 
that, "Evidently experience in the group approach In meeting 
needs created greater confidence in it as a technique for 
1 
meeting other needs.'* 
There is probably a maximum degree of participation. If 
for no other reason it may be due to the actual time available 
to participate. Ck>ldhamer found tliat the greater the number 
of associations a member belongs to the fewer times he attends 
2 
meetings per membership held. However, he accounted for this 
fact partially on the basis that those who belong to many 
organizations belong to several professional associations and 
these groups do not always meet locally and meet less fre­
quently than the other associntions, 
Kyllonen found that active union members are more likely 
to come from the renks of those who attend other formal organ-
3 
izatlons with some regularity. 
In studies dealing directly with cooperatives Losey found 
^John, op. cit., p. 16. 
^Goldhamer, op. cit., p. 22-23. 
3 
Kyllonen, op. cit., p. 532. 
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that msetlng ettenders and regular oustomers were found 
slgnifloantly more often among those who also belonged to two 
1 
or more orgenizetlons in addition to the cooperative. Rennlug 
and Poling found that patronage was associated with mombership 
2 
in other farm organizations and other cooperatives, Anderson 
and Sanderson stated the general conclusion that cooperotivea 
are supported chiefly by persons who participate in other com-
3 
munity organizations, especially in general farm organizations. 
John found a hl^ relationship between satisfaction and par­
ticipation and found that the more organizations to which a 
farmer belonged the more likely he was to be favorable to the 
4 
cooperative. 
On the basis of the completed research and reasons stated 
above it aeems reasonable to expect a significant relation be­
tween participation in general formal orgtmizational activl-
B 
ties and participation in farmer cooperatives. 
Hypothesis stt:ted in the null form: There is no rela­
tionship between member cooporotive participation scores end 
their general participation scores. 
There is a statistically highly significant correlation 
coefficient between the two scores. The coefficient is .307 
^Losey, op. cit., p. 204. 
^Henning and Poling, op. cit., p. 10, 
^Anderson «ind Sanderson, op. cit., p, 15, 
^John, op. cit., p. 16. 
^As measured by the social participation score used in 
this study. See page 78. 
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where slgnlfloanoe at tbe 1 per oent level is .159. The null 
hypothesis is rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
proposition that there would be a significant relationship 
between cooperative participation and general participation is 
supported. 
Membership in other farm organizations. Henning and Pol­
ing found that those members who belonged to farm organizatioos 
did a greater percentage of their business with cooperatives 
than those who did not belong to farm organizations. He found 
that there was not much difference between those who belonged 
to only the larm Bureau or the Grunge or a oombination of the 
1 
two. McKay concluded that it was significant that epproxi-
mstely two-thirds of those attending annuel meetings were mea-
2 
bers of other cooperetives or farm organizations. 
Membership in farm organizations '/mre counted BS a part 
of the socinl participetion soore. The proposition was sug­
gested that partioipation a pattern. Those v^Lo belonged 
and participated in one organization probably alco belonged 
to other organizations. There seens to be no valid reason to 
expect farmers who belong to a cooperative not to be active 
in other farm associetions. In fact, it might bo suggested 
that they would probably be more active in farm oriented 
^Henning and Poling, op. cit., p. 606. 
2 
McKay, op. cit., p. 11. 
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asBoolatlons than In other aasoolatlona. 
It seems reasonable to hypothesize that participation 
scores will differ significantly when members are compared 
on the basis of farm organlzotlon affiliation as categorized 
below. Those who are members of farm organizetlons will have 
the higher scores. 
Hypothesis in null form: There is no difference in 
member participation scores when they are compared on the 
basis of farm organizational affillBtlon as categorized 
below. 
The members were divided into three categories (Table 
34). There were those who belonged to no farm organization, 
34 per cent, those who belonged only to the Farm Bureau, 55 
per cent, and 1 per cent belonged to two or more farm 
organizations. There was only about one point difference be­
tween the mean participation scores of the last two groups. 
Table 34. Fartiolpation of members by membership in farm 
Farm organizations cent Mean participation sc^ 
organizations 
Member 
Belozig to no farm 
organization 91 34.0 42.4 
Belong to the Farm 
Bureau 146 55.2 46.7 
Belong to two or more 
farm organizations 29 10.8 
100. 
45.5 
Total 268 
156 
Fartlolpetion scores differ significantly. F is 3.04 
where signifioance at the 5 per cent level is 3.03.(TatiLe 35)* 
The null hypothesis is rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
proposition that there will be a significant difference when 
members are compared on the basis of their farm organization 
affiliations is supported. Those with farm organization ef-
filiatlon have the higher scores. 
Table 35. Analysis of variance cooperative participation 
score by membership in farmer organizations. 
Source of Degrees ot Sum of Mean 
variation freedoa squares squares 
Between groups Z 1,032.37 516.18 
Vithln groups 265 45,048.14 169.99 
Total 267 46,080.51 
Participation in informal cooperative ventures. Some of 
the writing in the field of urban sociology indicates that 
because of our complex more secondary society people no longer 
can fulfill many of their needs that were formerly fulfilled 
on an informal basis. Thus they organize formal associations 
to help fulfill these basic needs. It is also suggested that 
those who do not belong to formal associations may be partic­
ipating satisfactorily on an informal basis. 
However, some of the most recent research seems to refute 
this point of view. Rowan found that there was a significant 
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relationship between the extent of neighborliness, QS 
measured by e noighborliness scale, and affiliation with 
1 
formal groups. Using visiting patterns as criteria Kaufman 
found thet those who had the most informal contacts also be-
2 
longed to the most forn^il assooiations. Duncan and Artis 
studied informal, semiformal and formal participation in 
groups. They found that the individuals who participated to 
a high degree in one type of participation were also likely 
to do so in the other two types. Hay concluded that house­
holds with relatively high formal participation scores were 
generally also high on informal participation scores. 
It should be noted thet the research above takes all 
types of fornul and informal associations and combines them 
together into two or three scores or scales. There is no 
Indication in these studies whether or not informal partici­
pation in one type of informal activity, say playing bridge, 
Is associated with formal participation of the same type, In 
this case belonging to a formal bridge club. One might 
ret\irn to the ate tenant a of the urban sociologists and contend 
that the people Join the formal bridge club because they cannofe 
meet their needs in the informal clubs. 
^Rowan, op. cit., p. 51-52. 
^Kaufman, Prestige classes in a New York rural community, 
p. 22, 
Duncan and Artis, op. cit., p. 37. 
A 
Hay, Social participation of households in selected 
rural communities of the Northeast, p. 143. 
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In the case of the cooperatlve It might be contended that 
sonft people learn to be more cooperative than others, lliose 
people who find that cooperatire activity is aatiafactory to 
them will participate cooperatively In many ways. They may 
participate on an informal basis in activities such as work 
exchange, joint use of machinery and tools end joint ownership 
of breeding stock. It might be contended that these membora 
really have to participate in their Informal cooperative 
aotlvities. They have to finance together, bear risks to­
gether, make decisions together and take savings in proportion 
to their patronage of the enterprise. It might be reasoned 
that these patterns of participation are better unuerstood in 
the Informal ventures and that they might be expected to 
carry over into formal cooperative ventures. If informal 
participation brouf^ht understanding and satisfaction one 
night expect these people to Join and participate in formal 
cooperative ventures. 
The proposition suggested is that participation scores 
will differ significGntly when compared on the basis of the 
number of informal cooperative activities in which they 
participate. Hjrpothesis in the null form: There is no 
difference in member participation scores by number, including 
none, of informal cooperative ventiires in which the member 
participates. 
Seventy-nine per cent of the members participated in one 
or more informal cooperative ventures. Those who participated 
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in the most Informal oooperetive ventures did have the highest 
participation scores but the difference was not significant 
(Table 36). 
There is no significant difference in cooperative 
participation scores vAien compared on the basis of number of 
informal cooperative ventures, y is leas than one (Table 37). 
Table 36, Participation of members by number of Informal 
cooperative ventures. 
Number Member's 
informal 
ventures Number Per cent 
Mean partici­
pation score 
0 57 21.3 44.4 
1 62 23.1 44.1 
S 101 37.7 44.9 
3 46 17.9 47.4 
Total 268 100.0 
Table 37, Analysis of variance cooperative participation 
scores by number of informal cooperative ventures. 
Source of Degrees of' Sum of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 3 353,96 117,99 
Within groups 264 45,726.55 173,21 
Total 267 46,080.51 
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Since there is not sufficient evidence to reject the 
null hypothesis, the original contention that participation 
scores would differ significantly when compared on the basis 
of the informal cooperative ventures in which the members are 
engaged is not supported. 
Socio-economic status. Kyllonen found that active union 
members were not recruited mostly from the "have nots" but 
that the percentage of union meeting attendance rises with 
1 
wage level. He states that this tends to support the socio­
logical principle that militancy is relatively more common 
2 
among those who have already made some gains. Anderson and 
Smith found that socio-economic status of village families 
was directly related to positive types of participation such 
3 
as office holding and committee memberships. Mangus and 
Cottam found that with each Increase in level of living scores 
there was an increase in all five categories of participation: 
affllietion, contributions, committee work, officerships, and 
Though all data cited here are not in terms of socio­
economic status it has been shown that there is a significant 
relationship between several methods used to stratify. For 
instance Duncan and Artls used seven stratification variables: 
Judges prestige ratings, community prestige scores, occupa­
tion, income, education, office holding and socio-economic 
status. They found . .that the seven stratlficfitlon vari­
ables considered were highly interrelated. . and statisti­
cally significant. See Duncan and Artls, op. cit., p. 40. 
^Kyllonen, op. cit., p. 529, 
3 
Anderson and Smithy op. oit.^ p* 5, 
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1 
meeting attendance. Kaufman in the New York study found ^ 
that formal leadership was associated with prestige class. 
In his Kentucky study he found that not only were persons at 
the higher socio-economic levels more likely to hold office 
than those of lower status, but leaders in the former grouping 
had more offices per person than those in the latter. There 
was a direct relationship between prestige class and leader-
3 
ship position. Duncan and Artis concluded that the higher 
prestige groups had higher participation scores of all types 
than did lower prestige groups, an evident direct relation 
4 
between participation and prestige. Hay concluded that a 
consistent relation existed between socio-economic scores and 
5 
participation scores. 
Though cooperatives may differ from other formal associa­
tions to some extent it is not believed that this difference 
is great enough to change the proposition stated above, i.e., 
there will be a significant and positive relation between 
participation scores and socio-economic status. Hypothesis in 
the null form: There is no positive relationship between mem­
ber participation scores and socio-economic status as measured 
by the Sewell short form. 
^Mangus and Cottam, op, cit., p. 52. 
^Kaufman, Prestige classes in a New York rural community, 
p. 19-22. 
^Kaufman, Participation in organized activities in se­
lected Kentucky localities, p. 39. 
Duncan and Artis, op. cit., p. 40. 
^Hay, social participation of individuals in four rural 
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The ooefflolent of correlation la .808 where slgnlfloenoe 
at the 1 per cent level Is .159. The null hypothesis Is 
rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis Is rejected, the original 
contention that there «111 be significant positive relation be­
tween participation soorus and socio-economic status le sup­
ported . 
The correlation is not as high as the ones obtained in 
the studies cited above. This may be due partially to the feet 
that cooperatives are not very exclusive in their membership. 
Many of the elements of participation in cooperatives can be 
fulfilled without broad direct social invitation or inter­
action. Thus social status may not play as important a part 
in cooperatives as in other voluntary associations. 
Reasons for Joining and conditions under which membera Joined 
the cooperative 
Why members Join cooperatives. Formal voluntary associa­
tions are formed around some special interest. It is assumed 
that members Join formal associations because they have a com­
mon special Interest. However, the interest does not neces-
s«rily have to be common but may be complementary. 
A possible first step in determining why certain personal 
oommunities of the Northeast, p. 133, and Hay, ooclal partici­
pation of households in selected rural comniunltles of the 
Northeast, p. 145. 
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and social characteristics ara associated with different 
degrees of participation in formal voluntary associations 
might be to determine why people say they join the associa­
tions. Field experience in community analysis has demonstrat­
ed that many associations have a very broad base of interest. 
In many cases there is no clear cut definition on the part of 
the member why he Joined or even whet the objectives of the 
assoolatlon are. There is much evidence to support the 
contention that different people Join the same association 
for different reasons, 
Lindstrom makes the generalization that in giving reasons 
for Joining associations members laid more emphasis on the 
distinctive functions of the association rather than their 
overlapping functions. In the Illinois study nhen members of 
business and education associations (including Faxm. Bureau, 
4-H and cooperatives} were asked why they Joined, over half 
said for Inforraatlon, benefits and services provided. One 
third said they wore members because they thought that farmers 
should learn of the Importance of organizations and that they 
should help the cause of farmers* organizations. Less than 
one tenth stated they were members so that they might help 
others. 
In their Goodhue County, Minnesota, study Alexander and 
Nelson made the following statement about cooperatives: 
^Lindstrom, op. cit., p. 36, 125. 
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Underlying the extensive organization of ooop-
eratives, one might expect to find certain funda­
mental beliefs. It Is not easy, however, to discover 
just what these beliefs are. There is very little 
philosophy of cooperative In the sense of clearly 
defined theories. The farmers will soy thwt they 
formed their cooperatives In self-defense, to elimi­
nate the middle man, or to defend themselves against 
sharp dealing buyers, perhaps the bost way to sum­
marize their attitudes toward cooperatives is to say 
that they believe in getting together to protect and 
promote their own interests. Underlying this belief 
Is the conviction that one's destiny is In his own 
hands If he wishes to ao something about It. The 
cooperative is an organizational technlciuo that fits 
their needs; they have learned how to manipulate It; 
and they are not doctrinnalre about it.^ 
More specifically Anderson and Sanderson found that con­
venience In marketing and better prices were the two major 
reasons that New York dairy farmers joined cooperatives. The 
reasons differed on the basis of whether there was free choice 
in Joining. Those farmers who said they had a choice In Join­
ing said they did so for better prices, sure markets, dissat-
isfaction with previous markets and because they believed in 
cooperation. Those who said they had no choice, Joined because 
no other market was available, a partner was member, the 
2 
League bought the market and everyone else was Joining. 
According to John some farmers Join cooperatives without 
critically evaluating the cooperative. "This was reflected by 
such reasons for Joining as * landlord a member,* *pursu6ded to 
Join,' 'everyone else was Joining.'** Seventeen per cent of 
3 
the members fell in this category. 
^Alexander and Nelson, op. clt., p. 70-71. 
^Anderson and Sanderson, op. clt., p. 8. 
^John, op. clt., p. 19. 
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The proposition is suggested that people Join the same 
type association, farmer oooperativea in this case, for 
different stated reasons. Hypothesis In the null form: There 
is no difference in stated reasons why people Join the same 
type of associations, farmer cooperotlTes in this case. 
The reasons that Iowa members gave for Joining their co­
operative were placed In six categories (Table 38). The exact 
Table 38. Participation of members by reason given for Join­
ing cooperative. 
Members 
Reason for Joining Number Per cent Mean partici­pation score 
Save money 103 39.8 44.5 
Only source or outlet 79 30.5 44.3 
Primary group pressure 20 7.7 42.6 
Help farmers, the organ­
ization and the cozmaunity 20 7.7 44.5 
Automatic membership 19 7.3 50.7 
Liked cooperative way le 7.0 51.8 
Total 259 100.0 
meaning of all the member answers were difficult to determine. 
However, since the uuthcr took almost half of the schedules he 
is relatively sure of his interpretations of the answers in 
relation to these categories. 
The largest group of f«riuers Joined to save money. This 
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group saw tbe cooperative almost wholly as an economic asso­
ciation that offered them the opportunity to save money. Im­
mediate dollar saving was the main consideration. The refund 
often symbolized their cooperative. 
The next largest group Joined because they defined the 
cooperative as the only source or outlet for their products 
or because it was at least certainly the most convenient, m 
the mind of this group they did not really have a choice in 
becoming a member; it was dictated by the situation. They 
could have haiiled their grain to a neighboring town but it 
would not have been as economical or convenient. 
About equal numbers of members listed the next four 
reasons for Joining. One group Joined mainly because of pri­
mary group pressure. They Joined because their neighbors, 
friends or relatives asked or pressured them. This group also 
felt that they had little opportunity to think through the 
decision to Join. They Joined because of the social pressure 
of these primary group members. 
The reason given by another group is rather difficult to 
describe. These members apparently were not thinking of 
themselves as much as they were thinking of farmers in general 
and their oommunity. Altruism rather than selfish interest 
was the main stated motive. They Joined to help the farmers, 
to help the cooperative and to help their community. 
Another group said they automatically became members. 
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In the main this ooourred by trading at the oooperative and 
aooumulating enough savings at the cooperative to beoome a 
member automatically, care was used to place in this category 
only those people who left tlie impression that they reelly did 
not care if they were nembers or not. In fact, sorae of them 
stated thut they did not went to be members but received a 
certificate through the mall which made them nominally mem­
bers. A few of thia group became members vhen the business 
changed from a farmer corporation stock company to a farmer 
oooperative end pert of the stock was transferred as a mem­
bership certificate. Thia group alao had the attitude that 
they did not really like it but there was little they could 
do about it. 
The last group were those who specifically stated they 
liked the cooperative way of doing business. This group 
placed main emphasis on f&rmers associating together to solve 
their own problems, controlling their own business, making 
their own decisions and operating at cost. In a number of 
cases the idea was expressed that cooper ting together was 
better than competition. Actual money savings were not 
mentioned frequently by this group. This is the closest 
1 
answer obtained to the so callad "'religious philosophy" of 
cooperation. 
The same two main reasons tlvit Anderson found in New York 
^Frank Robotka. Philosophy of cooperation, /aiierican Co­
operation 1950. Yashington, D, C., Amer. Institute of Coop­
eration. 195Q. p. 156-157. 
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are also tht main stated reasons for Joining in Io«a, These 
reasons were to save money, or better prices, and convenience 
or the only source or outlet for the product. Suggestion and 
probable pressure from neighbors, friends pnd rsletlves came 
next in importance. This may show the force of social pres­
sure thut primary groups oxert on their members or it may 
show the high VKlue that primary Rroup members place on In­
formation and advice obtained In the T)rlmory group. It may be 
a combinatlou of the two. 
Many of those who Joined for convenience, because of 
social pressure and automatically became merabors may, as John 
suggested above, have Joined the cooporntive vilthout criti-
oally evaluating it or realizing implicit responsibilities 
that accompany membership. 
Six different major reasons were given for Joining farmer 
cooperatives. 'Hie null hypothesis is rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
proposition thet people Join the same type of association for 
different stated reasons is supported. 
Reason for Joining the cooperative. The hypothesis has 
already been tested and supported that different people Join 
the sane association lor different reasons. It might also be 
contended thatfthe degree of participation might be related 
to the specific reason for Joining the cooperative. It is 
conoeiveble that if someone were forced to Join the coopera-
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tiye and then that pressure oeased to exist that person might 
not participate to the extent that a person would who joined 
a cooperative of his own free will. Then again, a person 
might have joined under force and found out that the coopera­
tive was satisfyinR his needs 30 he night continue to partici­
pate to the full extent. It is possible that people might 
join the cooperative with different expectations and all of 
those expectations be fulfilled acceptably by the cooperative. 
There is little direct information on this point in the 
literature reviewed. Rose determined the reesons that members 
joined the Union. After analyzing the data he concluded that 
the reasons that members joined the union did nc^t produce the 
loyalty to the principles of unionism end that it is fair to 
assume that most of the new members went into the union with­
out knowing much about the union and having relatively neutral 
1 
attitudes toviard it. The above data deal vdth the relation 
of reasons for Joining to solidarity. However, it might be 
inferred that the lack of knowledge that xinion members have 
about their unions might alao be true of cooperative members 
and their cooperatives. Without either loyalty or understand­
ing it is difficult to imagine why members would participate 
to a very full degree. 
Some cooperative studies determined the reason for con-
2 
tlnued patronage of the cooperative but in no case were 
^Rose, op. cit., p. 60-61. 
^For instance see Losey, op. cit., p. 112. 
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reasons for Joining related to f^eneral participation in oo-
operatives. 
On the basis of the widely different reHcons given for 
joining cooperatives and the implicit different definitions of 
the cooperative it seems reasonable to suggest that member 
participation scores will differ significantly v/hen compared 
on the beais of reason given for joining the cooperative. 
Hypothesis in the null form; There is no difference in 
member participation scores when they are ooiriptred on the baajs 
of stated reasons for Joining the cooperptlve. 
The mean participation scores ronRed from 4P, to almost 
52, as indicated in Table 38. The group that Joined because 
of primary group pressure had the lowest score "jjhile those who 
liked the cooperative way had the hif^hest Bcoro. 
There is no significant difference between the scores 
(Table 3tt). F is 1.90 where significance at the f per cent 
level is 2.40. There is not sufficient evidence to reject 
the null hypothesis. 
Since the null hypothesis is not rejected, the original 
proposition participetlon scores would differ aignifi-
contly when compared on the basis of reason for joining the 
cooperative is not supported. 
Urgency of need at the time the member joined. Even 
though reason for joining was not found to be e significant 
factor related to participetlon, the urgency of the need and 
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Table 39. Analysis of Tarlanoe participation score by 
reason for joining the cooperative. 
Source of Degrees of Sum of EZean 
variation freedom squares squaree 
Between groups 5 1,626.53 325.71 
Within groups 255 43.274.10 171.04 
Total 256 44,902.63 
the type of urgent need might be an importont factor. 
Merton and Lazarsfeld state that, "It is of course 
ancient wisdom that groups are integrated more closely when 
1 
they are faced with an external threat." 
It might be inferred from this statement that those mem­
bers who join because of some felt threat or urgent need might 
also participate more over time. i.lany cooperative leaders 
state that those members who helped organize the cooperative 
under some type of crisis such as low grain prices, high 
petroleum prices, or no premiums for butterfat are the members 
who really believe in and participata in their cooperative. 
It is generally believed that these members really know what 
conditions were before the cooperative existed, how much the 
cooperative has Improved conditions and can project their 
thoughts to what might happen to the market if the cooperative 
were to go out of business. Even though they were not 
^Robert K. Merton and Paul Lazarsfeld. Continuities in 
social research. Glencoe, 111., Free Press. 1950. p. 37. 
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original founders those who Joined under some sort of oriels 
situation, defined as an urgent need, might possess many of 
these same feelings that might lead to full participation. 
It might be hypothesized that the urgent reason for 
Joining might be a significant factor associated with differ­
ential participation. Hypothesis in the null form: There is 
no difference In member participation scores when compared on 
the basis of the stated urgent need, including no urgent need, 
at the time the member joined the cooperatiYe. 
The analysis of the data shows that there may be differ­
ent urgent needs (Table 40) • Vhen aalced the question, "What 
Table 40. Participation of members by urgent need et time of 
Joining. 
Urgent need 
Members 
Number Per cent Mean parxici-
1. No urgent need 132 49.2 45.4 
2. Good market 65 24.3 45.0 
3. Only source or supply 25 9.3 43.2 
4. Money saTings 16 6.0 43.3 
5. Specific diasatlsfac-
tlon with existing 
outlets 15 5.6 48.9 
6. Social pressure 15 
268 
5.6 
100.0 
43.3 
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wea your urgent need at the time you Joined?", approxlmetely 
half said none* This oould be due to the fact that there was 
no urgent need or the interviewee could not recall that urgent 
need at the time of the interview. 
The answers of those who felt that they had an urgent 
need were classified in the following manner. 
The urgent need of the largest number was the need for a 
good market. This group emphasized the general market aspect, 
the need for a market, a sure market and the impact of the 
cooperative on the market rather than better prices. 
The second group said the urgency came about through the 
cooperative being the only source or outlet for their products. 
They had e need for a source or market and the cooperative met 
this need. Only a very few of this group helped form the co­
operative. Most of them Joined already existing cooperatives. 
The third group has the characteristics of both of the 
groups above. This group had need for the product but their 
emphasis was not so much on the impact of the cooperative on 
the market in general terms but they said they needed the 
money savings. This urgent need was often expressed In terms 
of short r\in better price. 
The fourth group felt their urgent need in terms of dis­
satisfaction with existing agencies already operating in the 
market. They mentioned specifically the need for additional 
competition with already existing agencies in the local market 
and the desire for better service. This group is related to 
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the first group mentioned above. However, they thought muoh 
more in terms of a speolflo business with which they were 
dissatisfied. 
The urgent need of the last group was felt through 
social pressure. The pressure on them by their friends, 
neighbors and relatives created the urgent need for them to 
Join. 
The differences in scores were not significant (Table 41). 
Table 41. Analysis of variance cooperative pirticipntion 
scores by urgent need at time of Joining. 
Source of Degrees of 3um of ^y^ean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 5 423.71 84.74 
'Vithin groups 268 45.6S6.80 174.26 
Total 267 46,080.51 
F is less than one. There is not sufficient evidence to re­
ject the null hypothesis. 
Since the null hypothesis is not rejected, the original 
contention that the urgent reason for Joining the cooperative 
would be a significant factor related to differential partici­
pation is not supported. 
The fact that the group having the highest scores were 
those who had specific dissatisfaction with an existing outlet 
might provide a fruitful hypothesis for future research. 
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Souroe of firat Information about oooperatlvea. /nother 
factor that might have some bearing on the degree of partici­
pation in farmer cooperatives is where the member first heard 
about cooperatives. 
It is rather difficult to make a very strong case for the 
importance of this factor, 'nie main problem may be that there 
is no way of knowing what the conditions were under which the 
member first heard about cooperatives or what transpired be­
tween the time of the first hearing about the cooperative and 
I 
the decision to join and present participation. However, it 
might be posited that if members learned about cooperatives 
from a source that they respected and that source was rela­
tively favorable to cooperatives and understood cooperatives 
the potential member might be well informed and thus might 
participate to a greater extent. However, there is little 
basis for assuming the first contact was well Informed. It 
is possible that the source of the first Information might 
also be returned to for additional information in making the 
decision to Join. However, present perticipetion is so far 
removed from initial contact with cooperatives that it is 
doubted that it is a significant factor. No data from past 
research are available on this point. 
The null hypothesis seems most logical: There is no 
difference in member partlcipetlon scores when they are com­
pared on the basis of where they first learned about coopera­
tives, including inability to remember where they first learnad 
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about oooperatives. 
There were five main souroea of first inforaetlon about 
farmer oooperatlvea (Table 42). 
The greatest number first heard about cooperatlTea 
through a cooperative. Some of these members knew about and 
I^ble 42. Participation of members by source of first Infor­
mation about cooperatives. 
Source of first Members 
Information Number Per cent " i' patlon score 
1. Unable to remember 32 11*9 45.0 
2. Cooperatives and their 
employees and officers 82 30*6 43.94 
3. Belatlves 70 26.1 45.7 
4. Neighbors and friends 54 20.S 43.7 
5. Extension Service and 
farm organization 15 5.6 51.7 
6. Secondary sources such 
as newspapers, maga-> 
zlnes and radio 15 5.6 46.7 
Total 266 100.0 
watched the cooperative operate, others traded at the coopera« 
tive although they were not members and others learned about 
the cooperative from cooperative employees and board members. 
The latter were not described as neighbors, relatives or 
friends. 
The importance of the primary group as a carrier of 
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information is evident in the next tv7o groups. Twenty-six per 
cent of the members learned about cooperatives from relatives 
end 20 per cent from neighbors and friends. More than five 
per cent first learned about cooperatives through educational 
progTflins of the Extension Service and farm organizt tions. The 
remaining group learned through secondary sources such as farm 
papers and magazines, newspapers and the radio. 
Though participetion scores were not significantly dif­
ferent it may be noted that those having the lowest scores 
learned from neigjjbors and friends and through the cooperative 
while the most active participants heard first through the 
Extension Service and farm organizations. 
There is no significant difference in the scores. (Table 
43.) F is 1.82 where significance at the 5 per cent level 
is 2.25. There is not sufficient evidence to refute the null 
hypothesis. 
since the null hypothesis is not rejected, the original 
contention that there will be no significant difference in 
Table 43. Analysis of variance cooperative participetion 
scores by source of first information about cooper­
atives. 
Source of ~ Degrees of Sum of Mean 
variation freedom squnres squares 
Between groups 5 934.49 166.90 
Within groups 262 45,146.02 172.31 
Total 267 46,080.51 
- 178 -
partiolpatlon aoores when members are compared on the basis 
of where they first learned about cooperatives is supported. 
Diatenoe from the oooperatlve. Though most cooperatives 
in Iowa serve a relatively small area, o trade territory 10 to 
1& miles in uiameter, some couperutives serve much larger ter­
ritories. This is especially true of some creameries that 
have cream routes reaching out 50 to 60 miles. Some formers 
belonged to elevators located 20 miles from their farmstead, 
-Vill this factor of distance from the oooperatlve be a signif-
loant factor related to participation in farmer cooperatives? 
In his labor union study Kyllonen found that union 
solidarity and ptirtlcinction decreased as members moved to 
residential areas at greater distance from the Union Hall. 
Ha found this especially true of those members who lived out-
1 
side of tovm. 
In their study of general rural participation Anderson 
and Plambeck found thst distance of residence from the social 
center did not appear to be significant in decreasing partici-
2 
pation. In his study of farmer cooper^itives Korzan concluded 
that distance apparently was not an inroortant factor in keep­
ing members from attending the annual meeting. The average 
3 
distance in this case was ten miles from the cooperative. 
^Kyllonen, op. cit., p. 532. 
^Anderson and Plambeck, op. cit., p. 18. 
3 Korzan, op. cit., p. 5. 
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It seems doubtful that distance from oooperetive will be 
a significant factor in determining participation in Iowa co-
operatlTes. In the cases of two main types of cooperatives, 
petroleum end creameries, service is available on the farm­
stead. This is also true of many cooperatives which deliver 
feed end other supplies such as fertilizer, lumber and hard­
ware. In the purchasing cooperatives sales are usually made 
in large volume so driving a few extra miles would not mean a 
great per unit cost. Meetings are held only once or twice a 
year and this should be no burden on those who live within 30 
or 40 miles. Distance, within the range that Iowa farmers 
live from their cooperatives, should not affect financing, 
boosting their cooperative or getting cooperative information. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference in 
member cooperative participation scores when compared on the 
basis of the distance rcembers live from their cooperative 
place of business. 
The distance members lived from their cooperatives ranged 
from less than one to 47 miles. Most of the members lived 
from three to eight miles from their cooperative. Only five 
members lived more than 20 miles from their cooperative. 
The two variables, distance from the cooperative and the 
participation score, were plotted against each other on a 
scatter diagram. There is no apparent relationship between 
these factors that would allow one to predict participation 
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scores from the distance members live from their cooperatIves. 
An Inspection of these data yields little evidence to reject 
the null hypothesis. 
5]lnoe the null hypothesis is not rejected, the original 
proposition that there will be no significant difference in 
cooperative participation scores when coxnpared on the basis 
of distance of members from their cooperatives is supported* 
Number of cooperatives to which the member belongs. 
Goldhamer found that the more associations to which an indivld> 
ual belonged the fewer times he attended meetings per member-
1 
ship held. However, Stern found that the number of coopera­
tives to which members belonged had a direct relationship to 
participation in terms of attending meetings, holding office, 
voting on policy or delegates and par cent of business done 
2 
with cooperative. 
It seems logical that there should be some limit to the 
number of organizations in which an individual can partioipata 
The real question in this case might be whether thot limit is 
reached within the range of participation found here. The 
limiting factor in the case of cooperatives may be to attend 
meetings, accept officer reaponaibility and participate in 
informal activities, such as talking with neighbors about the 
cooperative. Another limiting factor might be the amount of 
^Goldhamer, op. cit., p. 22-23. 
2 Stern, Farmers' support of cooperatives, p. 11-14. 
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money avBllable to Join and finance cooperatives. An importeot 
factor in this study is that eight per cent of the 56 per cent 
that belonged to more than one cooperative belonged to differ­
ent cooperatives that offered the same services. Thus, at 
least in terns of per cent of business done with the coopera­
tive the member could not do 100 per cent with both. If a 
person belonged to several cooperytives they were probably not 
all equally important to him and thus be might allocate his 
participation between them. However, it is doubted that these 
factors are important enough to suggest that participation will 
differ significantly by number of cooperatives to which mem­
bers belong (Table 44}* 
Table 44. participation of members by number of cooperatives 
to which they belong. 
Nvinber of 
cooperatives 
Member s 
Niunber Per cent Weah pnnjici-patlon score 
1 112 41.8 44.0 
2 106 39.5 44.9 
3 35 13.1 48,7 
4 or more 15 5.6 45.7 
Total 268 100.0 
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The null hypothesis Is suggested: There Is no differ­
ence In participation scores when members are oompared on the 
basis of the number of cooperatives to which they belong. 
F value is 1.15 where significance at the 5 per cent 
level is 2.64. There is not sufficient evidence to refute 
the null hypothesis (Table 45). 
Table 45, Analysis of variance cooperetive participation 
Bcorea by number of cooperatives to which members 
belong. 
Source of Degrees of sum of Mean 
variation freeaom squares square a 
Between groups 3 593.10 197.70 
Within groups 264 45.487.41 172.30 
Total 267 46,080.51 
Since the null hypothesis is not rejected, the original 
proposition that member participation will not differ signifi­
cantly by number of cooperotives to which the member belongs 
is supported. 
Years the member had belonged to the cooperative. There 
appears to be conflicting evidence on this point in labor 
union studies. Kyllonen found that among the present members 
of the union the more active were those who have been in the 
1 
union the longest. However, while Rose found the older 
^Kyllonen, op. cit., p. 529. 
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members were more willing to picket, more often read their 
contract8, felt they got a ohanoe to take pert In meetings and 
did speak up more often In meetings, he also found they did 
not want to finance more, they found dues too high and special 
1 
assessments too frequent. 
There are no data related to this point in the ooopera-
tlTe research reviewed. 
In talking to cooperatlTe leaders, one often hears the 
expression of concern about the indifferent participation of 
the members who Joined recently. The thinking expressed in« 
TOlres the fact that those who pioneered in the organization 
of cooperatives had to fight and saoriflce to get the coopera­
tive started and really appreciate what the cooperative has 
meant and means to farmers. Through the years most coopera­
tives have faced several crises and these usually bring with 
them identification and participation. It is reasoned, since 
the cooperative still exists, it must be rendering a service 
to the members and participation becomes more or less habitual. 
There may be flaws in those arguments. Yery few of the 
members who formed the cooperative may at111 be members. The 
piu'pose for which the cooperative was originally formed may 
no longer be Important and yet the cooperative may not have 
adjusted to meet new needs. Many cooperatives may be support­
ed not because of rational decisions but because of emotional 
^ose, op. cit., p. 162-168. 
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attachment or other reasons. 
Sven though there is a recognized relation between age 
and years a member of cooperatives, it should be remembered 
that age was not expected to be, nor was it found to be, 
significantly related to participation. The new member has 
just as much opportunity to patronize, help finance and bear 
risks as the older members. New members would probably not 
be accepted in positions of authority or prestige as rapidly 
as older members, however. The relatively new member might 
be more adaptable to change and be willing to work for it in 
terms of Information and education activities than the older 
member who may become "sef in hia ways. 
The most logical position seems to be the null hypothesis 
There is no relationship between member participation scores 
when they ere compared on the basis of length of time member 
bad belonged to the cooperative. 
The length of time members had belonged to cooperatives 
ranged from less than one year to 50 years. The average num­
ber of years members had belonged was eight and a half. A 
median was six years and the modal year is one where 12 per 
cent of the members were found. 
The two variables, number of years the member had be­
longed to the cooperative end participetion scores, were 
plotted against each other on a scatter diagram. There is no 
apparent relationship between these factors that would allow 
one to predict participation scores from the nxuaber of years 
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a peraon has been a member of the oooperatiTe. An Inspeotlon 
of these data does not yield sufficient evidence to reject 
the null hypothesis. 
Since the null hypothesis Is not rejected, the original 
proposition that there will be no significant raletionship 
between participation scores and years a member of the coop­
erative is supported. 
Understanding of cooperative principles end responsibilitiea 
Member understanding of basic cooperntive principles. 
There has been no systematic study of the level of basic 
member understanding obout their local cooperative or coopera­
tives in general. Most of vjhat in the past has been called 
understanding has dealt with knowledge of facts about the co­
operative, not with understanding basic cooperative theory 
and explicit and implicit responsibilities that are inherent 
in becoming a cooperative member. 
Though understanding as such has not been the focus of 
past research some findings related to it con be cited. In 
attempting to determine who were best informed about their 
cooperatives Stern and Doran not only found out member know­
ledge of facts but also what the member*s definition of the 
cooperative was. This question was reluted to basic under­
standing about cooperatives. The answers sliowed that members 
had different degrees of understanding about what a coopera­
tive was. Then Stern and Doran combined both knowledge of 
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facts and understanding of oooperatlye principles, in terns 
of the definition of a oooperative, they found that the best 
informed members mode the most use of their cooperatives in 
' terms of percentage of business done with the cooperative, and 
1 
they more often attended meetings. They also found that: 
The group which had the opportunity and whiob 
attended meetings had the broadest concept of what 
a cooperative actually is. This group defined a 
cooperative as 'an organization of farmers for 
mutual benefit' and in every instance said there 
was a need for farmer cooperatives,2 
Losey attempted to determine member understanding of the 
rights of members. Though he does not discuss what constitut­
ed a correct answer to the question, it is assumed that this 
question may be related to theoretical understanding of co­
operative principles as used here, Losey found that only a 
little over 25 per cent understood the rights of members. 
However, he did find that both attendance at meetings and 
patronage were associated significantly with understanding of 
the rights of members. Anderson and Sanderson state that 
attendance at meetings, patron-membership and regular patron­
age are all associated with knowledge possessed by the membera 
In this case the measurement of knowledge was baaed on how 
well members understood how membership was obtained, what the 
^3tern and Doran, op. clt., p .  19. 
^Ibld, p. 18. 
3 Losey, op. clt., p. 227. 
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1 
members* rights were and how IOOBI profits were used. 
It seems logical to assume that if a member is going to 
pertioipete in all the elements of cooperative participation 
he must have a e;ood understanding of basic cooperative 
principles. 
It is quite possible that a member might patronize the 
cooperative 100 per cent and still not understand much about 
the cooperative except that this was the most convenient 
source or outlet or that he was getting a little better short 
run price. However, even in relation to natronage it is 
doubtful that this uninformed member would patronize 100 per 
cent over time because the moment he could get a price advant­
age elsewhere he would trade there. 
However, it is rather difficult to find logical reasons 
that a member would partlclpete in the following activities to 
the fullest extent without a basic understanding of coopera­
tive principles. 
It ia difficult to determine why a person would be will­
ing to finance or bear additional risks in a cooperative 
unless he understood why this was necessary in terms of what 
a cooperative is, the basis for making a rational decision to 
finance and the obligations of those who stand to share in the 
savings. 
It is difficult to determine why a person would be willing 
to give up part of his patronage refund for an educational 
^Anderson and Sanderson, op. cit., p. 30. 
- 188 -
program unless he understood the need for education of the 
members of a cooperative and how important an informed mem­
bership is to the success of the cooperative. He would have 
to understand that no one else is going to carry out the 
educational program for him. Vhy should a person with little 
understanding of a cooperative want to make sure he had some 
ourrent information and want additional information about 
cooperatives unless he understood why it is important for 
members to be well Informed about their cooperatives? 
The same things would probably apply to a person* s will­
ingness to take time, effort and the thought to boost his co­
operative. He might relate to his friends the "good deal" he 
was getting on prices at the cooperative without understanding 
cooperatives. But most people would be cautious in advising 
friends and neighbors to Join an organization without some 
understanding of it. 
If a person had no understanding of such things as the 
possible impact of cooperatives on the market, long time as 
over against short time savings, responsibility to make the 
cooperative run as efficiently as possible, understanding of 
total savings not Just price in market place, why would he not 
always inquire other places about prices and take the best 
price he could get? 
Unless a member had some understanding of the structure 
of a cooperative why would he feel obligated to make con­
structive criticisms of his cooperative to the manager or 
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board? 
Why abould a farmer waste tine going to cooperative neet-
Ings unless he understands how cooperatives are controlled and 
that he la the person who should be beat qualified to help 
make the decisions of the cooperative thtit would maximize his 
Individual firm's profits? 
If the farmer's motivation la to be an active organiza­
tional member, office holder or to get some other type of 
prestige or stf-tus in the cooperative, will he not probably 
have to hove a basic understanding of that organizstlon and 
its operation before he will be accepted to these positions 
of responsibility? 
Thus it seems logical to suggest the proposition that 
there will be a significant relationship between the coopera­
tive participation scores and understanding of basic coopera­
tive principles. The relationship will be positive. Hypothe­
sis In the null form: There is no relationship between mem­
ber participation scores and understanding of basic principles 
scores. 
The seme general procedure was followed in developing 
the Understanding of B&sic Principles Score as was followed 
In developing the Cooperbtive Participation Score. Five 
1 
elements were used in developing the score. Briefly, the 
elements and the measures of those elements were as follows: 
^For actual questions used, weighting of items and ele­
ments and brief discussion of the score, see the Appendix. 
- 190 -
1. control 
A. Who should have the right to vote 
B. Who has the right to deterraine what should be done 
with sayings 
C. Should oooperntlve members vote on all Important 
questions or polioy 
D. What are the responsibilities of cooperative members 
In terms of voting 
2. Savings 
A. How should sayings be distributed 
B. What is the basis upon which oooperatlvea should or 
should not pay Income tax 
3. Finance 
A. '.%'ho should finance cooperatives 
B. '.'hat are member responsibilities In relation to 
financing 
4. ItiSiES 
A. i!/ho has the reaponslblllty to assiune risks in coop­
erative 
5. patronage 
A. 'iThat are member responsibilities in relation to 
patronage 
B* Is there an obligation for members to patronize 
oooperatlvea 
The scores ere highly significantly related. The coef­
ficient of correlation is ,4^ 3 where significance at the 1 per 
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cent level is .159, The null hypothesis is rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
proposition that there will be a significant relationship be­
tween participation acores and understanding of cooperative 
principle scores is supported. The relationship is aa 
expected, the higher the understanding score the higher the 
participation score. 
Member definition of the cooperative as an agent or Juat 
another place to do busint?ea. Losey fo\md that many inembera 
. . .are customers or patrons larr,ely on n buyer-
seller basis and not for any great faith in co­
operation or cooperative principles. They patron­
ized the GLF because at the particular time it 
offers the best buy in quality and price.^ 
The question actually esked in this study was, "Do you 
think of the cooperative as being your agent In the buying 
and selling market or Just another place to do business"" 
Those members who thought of the cooperative as their 
agent usually thought in terms of the extension of their own 
business enterprise. They thought of an employee or a plant 
hired or set up Jointly by associated members to carry out a 
part of their individual firm's business. 
Theoretically the manager hired to operate the coopera­
tive plant may be thought of as en agent for the members and 
not as a manager of an economic entity or firm In itself. 
^osey, op. cit., p. 114. 
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For Instenoa the manager has been compered to a hired man who 
is given money to buy a bag of feed for the members. The 
hired man will buy the feed and will return to the member 
firms all monies over the cost and incidental expenses con­
nected with the purchase. The hired hand has no financial 
interests in the transaction beyond his fixed wages. He is 
hired to carry out a segment of the member firm's activity. 
It is reasonable to expect the former who looks at his 
cooperative as an agent to do certain things. If there are 
costs involved in the running of the plant or hiring of the 
manager agent the member will be expected to finance his 
share. Since the manager must have directions to know whet 
to do for the best interests of the members they must deter­
mine policy and give direction. 
However, if the member views the cooperative as just 
another place to do business he would logically assume that 
it is seeking to maximize its own profit, not the profit of 
the individual cooperating firms. Therefore, he would see no 
reason to finance or bear risks of the business nor would he 
have any right to help determine how the business should be 
run. He would feel no sense of obligation to patronize the 
business. He would seek the best market he could find and 
consider the cooperative as just one of several possible 
alternatives. 
There would probably be more in the way of personal 
identity and concern with an agent than with Just another 
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plaoe to do business. 
It seems reasonable to advance the proposition that 
those members who think of their cooperative as en agent would 
participate to a significantly greater extent th»n those who 
think of their cooperative as Just another place to do business. 
The hypothesis in the null form: There will be no 
significant difference in participation scores when members 
are compared on the basis of the way they think of their co­
operative-—-as agents or Just another place to do business. 
The majority of the members thoxight of their cooperative 
as being their agent (Table 46). The mean participation 
Table 46. Participation of members by definition of coopera­
tive as an agent or another place to do business. 
way defined dumber Per cent ilean pf-rticipation score 
Agent 200 74.6 47.9 
/^nether place to 
do business 68 25.4 36.9 
Total 268 100.0 
score for this group was 47.9, while it was 36.9 for the group 
that thougtit of their cooperative as Just another plaoe to do 
business. 
There is a significant difference in the scores (Table 47). 
F is 40.7 where significance at the 1 per cent level is 6.74. 
The null hypothesis is rejected. 
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Table 47. Analysis of Tarlanoe cooperatlye partlolpatlon 
score by definition of the cooperative as an agent 
or another place to do business. 
source of Degrees of Sum of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 1 6,115.37 6,115.37 
.Vithin groups 266 39,965.14 150.24 
Total 367 46,080.51 
Since the null hypothesia is rejected, the orif^inal 
contention that those raombors who think of their cooperative 
as their agent would perticipnte to a significantly greater 
extent than those who think of their cooperative os just 
another piece to do business is sup|)orted. 
Member feeling of responsibility. The review of litera­
ture disclosed very little information on the relation of 
feeling of responsibility to participation. 
The findings of Rose might be cited as possible related 
evidence on this point. 
A belief that the Important union decisions 
should be made by the rank and file members seems 
* . .to be a motivation for attending meetings and 
thus indirectly a cause of high solidarity.^ 
It could be inferred from this statement thet the belief that 
\mlon decisions should be made by rank and file members might 
also mean that along with the belief came the feeling of 
J 
Rose, op. cit., p. 61-62. 
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responsibility because those union members who believed did 
participate to a greater extent in union activities. 
It is possible for people to participate without any very 
compulsive feeling of responsibility toward the cooperative. 
However, it seems more logical that a feeling of responsibility 
on the part of the member would motivate him to play an active 
participation role in his organization. Responsibility could 
be felt on a strictly individual basis but would be given in­
creased compulsion if it was generally recognized and the 
degree to which the responsibility was being lived up to could 
be Judged by other members of the cooperative group. This of 
course would vary from cooperative to cooperative and com­
munity to community. However, in many places the responsibil­
ities of the member are recognized and there is a compulsive 
social force exerted on the member to live up to those re­
sponsibilities. 
Of course, from the economic point of view the responsi­
bilities of patronage, rislc bearing, financing and policy 
determination are implicit in becoming a member of the cooper­
ative association. 
It seems reasonable to expect that participation scores 
would differ significantly when members who feel they have a 
reaponsibility to the cooperutive are compared with those who 
do not feel a reaponsibility. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference in 
participation scores when members are compared on the basis of 
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feeling they have a responsibility or have no reBponsibility 
to their oooperetire. 
The question actually used In the schedule vras uninten­
tionally "loaded" to get a positive answer in relation to a 
feeling of responsibility beouuae those vjho designed the 
schedule felt that every raerabor would feel some sort of respcOr 
sibility to the cooperative. The question read, "7hat are 
your responsibilities as a member of your cooperative?'' De­
spite the "loading" over 30 per cent said they had no reopon-
sibility to the cooperative (Table 48). Most of those members 
Table 48. Participation of members by feeling or no feeling 
of responsibility. 
Members 
Responsibility Number Per cent Mean partici­pation score 
Feel they have a re­
sponsibility 184 68.7 49.1 
Feel they have no 
responsibility 84 31.3 36.1 
Total 268 100.0 
seemed to think of the cooperative as just another place to do 
business and therefore they could buy or sell wherever they 
pleased. They had no responsibility to help determine policy, 
finance, bear risks or be interested in the cooperative. The 
mean score of this group was 36.1. 
Almost 70 per cent of the members did feel a responsibil­
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ity. Those responsibilities were defined in many different 
ways and will be treated in the following section. The mean 
participation score of this group was 49.1, 
There is a highly significant difference when scores are 
compared on the basis of feeling a responsibility (Table 49). 
Table 49. Analysis of THriance cooperi'.tive participation 
scores by feeling or no feeling of responsibility. 
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean 
variation freedom squarea aq\iarea 
Between groupa 1 9,786.52 9,766.58 
Vlthln groups 266 36,293.99 136.44 
Total 267 46,080.51 
F Is 71.7 where significance at the 1 per cent level la 6.74. 
The null hypothesis is rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
proposition that participation scores will differ significant­
ly when members who feel they have a responsibility are com­
pared with those who feel they have no responsibility is sup­
ported. 
The question might logically be raisea if there is any 
significant difference In participation scores when members 
are compared on the basis of what they state la their respon­
sibility to their cooperative. There were no data presented 
In the studies reviewed on this subject other than those 
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already mentioned In relation to responsibility or no respon­
sibility. Since there was a significant difference on the 
basis of feeling a responsibility or no responsibility it does 
not seem unreasonable to expect significant differences on the 
basis of how members define that responsibility. 
The hypothesis stated in the null form: There is no 
difference in participation scores when members are compared 
on the basis of what they state is their responsibility to 
their cooperative, as categorized below. 
Member statements of their responsibilities were ploced 
in four general categories. The greatest number of members 
stated their responsibility was to patronize their cooperativa 
Patronize was used here almost entirely in the sense of doing 
business with their cooperative. 
A second large group said their responsibility was to 
patronize and support thair cooperative. The support mention­
ed here was usually stated in terms of boosting their coopera­
tive, sticking by it in times of difficulty and financing it. 
Helping determine policy was not an important point here. 
The apparent feeling was that policy was already determined 
and the member was to support it. 
A third category mentioned specifically that the respon­
sibility of the member was to vote and attend meetings. This 
group thought of policy determination as their major responsi­
bility. 
199 -
The fourth and smalleat group thought of their responsi­
bility in a manner related to participation. They said their 
responsibility was not necessarily to patronize the coopera­
tive but to give the cooperative the first chance to serve 
them. That is, if they had grain to sell, their responsibil­
ity was to check the price at the cooperative first and then 
compare with other outlets. They were perfectly free to sell 
wherever they wished but their responsibility was to give the 
eooperstive the first chance. 
There were eight other members who stated responsibil­
ities in different ways but these were too few in number to be 
combined into categories to treat statistically. 
Those who thought of their responsibility in terms of 
policy determination, voting and attending meetings, had the 
highest participation scores (Table 50). However, the differ-
Table 50. Participation of members by stated responsibility 
of members to cooperative. 
~ Members 
Member responsibility Mean partici-
to his cooperative Number Per cent pation score 
To patronize 85 48.3 46.0 
Patronize and support 61 34.6 46.8 
Vote and attend meetings 20 11.4 53.0 
Give cooperative first 
chance 10 5.7 50.8 
Total 176 100.0 
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eno« In participation scores was not algniricent. 
There was no significant difference In participation 
scores (Table 51). 7 was leas than one. There Is not suffici­
ent evidence to reject the null hypothesis. 
Since the null hypothesis was not rejected, the original 
contention that there would be a signlfiCBnt difference In 
participation scores when members were compored on the basis 
of what they state is their responsibility to their coopera­
tive is not supported. 
Table 51. /.nalysis of variance cooperative participation 
score by stated responsibility of members to 
cooperative. 
Source of Degrees of sum of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 3 433.09 144.36 
Within groups 172 24,935.90 144.96 
Total 175 25,366.99 
Member opinion regarding 100 per cent patronage. A sepa­
rate question in the schedule was directed at a specific 
responsibility. The question was asked, "Is a member ever 
Justified in not patronizing his local cooperative?" The use 
of the word ever is very confining to the member and the 
answers to this question may give some indication of the ac­
ceptance of members of this type of confining responsibility* 
This question also deals with one of the dimensions of 
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the participation score, patronage. It would aeem logical for 
the member who says that he is never Justified in not patron­
izing his local cooperative to patronize his cooperative to a 
greater degree than those who say they are Justified in not 
patronizing the cooperative. If the elements of the pertioi-
pation score are related that member could also be expected 
to have a higher participation score. 
The proposition that participetion scores will be signif­
icantly different when compared on the basis of whether or not 
a member feels he is ever Justified in not patronizing his 
local cooperntive seems reasonable. In addition it would seem 
reasonable to expect the person who sees no Justification for 
not patronizing the cooperative to have a significantly higher 
participation score. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference in 
member participation scores when they are compared on the 
basis of whether or not the member feels he is ever Justified 
in not patronizing his local cooperative. 
The majority of members stated that a member is Justified 
in not patronizing his local cooperative {Table 52). 
There is a higtily significant difference in scores (Table 
53). F is 9.06 where F at the 1 per cent level la 6.74. The 
null hypothesis la rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is suggested, the proposition 
that participation scores will be significantly different when 
compared on the basis of whether or not members feel Justified 
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Table 52. Partiolpatlon of members by being Justified or not 
Justified In not patronizing cooperative. 
Ii;!emberB 
Justification ;;;;;;;;; per oent 
pat ion score 
Justified in not patron­
izing cooperative 151 56.3 43.0 
Should always patronize 
cooperative 117 43.7 47.8 
Total 266 100.0 
Table 53. Analysis of variance cooperntive participation 
score by being Justified or not Justified in not 
patronizing the cooperative. 
Source ofDegrees of Sum of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 1 1,517.35 1,517.35 
V.ithin groups 266 44.563.16 167.53 
Total 267 46,080.51 
in not patronizing their local cooperative is supported. 
Justification for not always patronizing the local co­
operative. Since over 55 per cent of the members felt that 
they were Justified in not patronizing their local cooperative 
and since patronage is an element of participation, an addi­
tional analysis was made. Vfhat were the Justifications for 
not patronizing the cooperative and are they significantly 
related to participation scores? 
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As the author took schedulea he noted the great nunber of 
ffiembera who gsre better price elsewhere as their justification 
for not patronizing the locol cooperative. This answer did 
not correapond to the theoretical responsibility thwt goes 
with beoonilng a member of a oooperntive. It was quite posailOe 
that the members who gave this Justification were those who 
had low participation scores. Do the members have other 
justlflcotions that thay feel are acceptable? 
A tentatlvft proposition wag formulated thst participation 
scoroa of those who feel they are justified in not patronizing 
their coopervtlve will be al^mifIcantly different when compar­
ed on the baals of their justificstion for not patronizing. 
E^pothesls in the null form: There la no difference in 
member participation scores, of those who feel justified in 
not patronizing their cooperative, when they are compared on 
the basis of their Justiflcntion for not patronizing. 
The justifictiticnB for not patronizing were classified in 
the following manner. 
The greatest number gave better prices elsewhere for 
their justification for not patronizing the local cooperative. 
The next largest group said if the management was poor in 
the cooperative they were justified In not patronizing the 
cooperative. A faw members stated this justification in terms 
of not getting a "square deal" from the raanagement. 
Poor quality, nine members, and poor aervloe, six members, 
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ware combined in a group large enough to treat statistically 
and made up the third group* 
Other Justificotions given were convenience, nine mem­
bers, personal relations with competitors, four members, to 
aid competition, two mernbers, and four members mentioned 
different individual Justifications. 
Though there was no significant difference in the scores 
those who said bettor prices were their Justificntion had the 
lowest participation scores, while those who gave JustificatlCQ 
in terms of poor quality or service had the highest participa­
tion score (Table 54). 
Table 54. Participation of members by Justification for not 
patronizing cooperative. 
Members' 
Justification 
Number Per cent 
Uean pertioi 
pation score 
Better prices 9Z 69.2 43.0 
Poor management 26 19.5 44.00 
Poor quality of goods 
and poor service 15 11.3 45.9 
Total 133 100.0 
There is no significant difference in scores (Table 55). 
F is less than one. There is not sufficient evidence to re­
ject the null hypothesis. 
Since the null hypothesis is not rejected, the original 
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Tabl« 55. Analysis of varlanoe cooperative pertioipation 
scores by JustIfloot ion for not patronizing coopera­
tive , 
Source of Degrees of 3\ua of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 2 120.^34 60.17 
Within groups 130 23.5^2.89 181.02 
Total 132 23,653.23 
proposition that there will be a significant difference in 
participation scores when compared on the basis of different 
juatlfiCBtions for not patronizing is not supported. 
Member feeling of say or no say in running the coopera­
tive . It might be hypothesized that those members who feel 
that they have a real say in the running of the cooperative 
would participate to a higher degree than those who felt 
they had no say in running the cooperative. A person who 
understands the accepted principles of democratic control 
and believes in exercising that privilege would probably go 
to meetings more frequently, speak up in meetings more often, 
talk to the manager and board about the cooperative and boost 
the cooperative more. That member v<ould probably also be 
more willing to finance his cooperative because he would feel 
that he had something to say about how those finances were 
going to be used, dille the person that felt that he had no 
say would probably participate less in the above activities. 
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Rose found that the belief that important union decisions 
should be made by the rank and file members seems to be 
1 
motivation for attendance at meetings. Stern found that 78 
per cent of the group that had the opportunity and attended 
meetings reported that farmers always have a say as to how the 
Z 
cooperative Is run. This was much higher then for the mem­
bers who did not attend meetings. Though these data are not 
completely comparable to the data of this study, they do give 
indication that having a say in the cooperative might be an 
important factor related to participetion. 
It would seem reasonable to hypothesize that paiticlpa-
tlon scores would differ significantly when corapared on the 
basis of the member's feeling he had a say or no say in run­
ning the cooperative. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference in 
participation scores when members are compared on the basis 
of feeling they have a say or no say in the running of the 
cooperative. 
The majority of the members thought that they had a say 
in the running of their cooperative (Teble 56). Vhen asked 
why they thought they had a say they gave answers in terms of 
their attending meetings and being able to vote, talking to 
^Rose, op. clt., p. 61-62. 
2 
stern and Doran, op. clt., p. 18. 
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Table 56. Partiolpatlon of members by feeling of say or no 
say In running the cooperative. 
Members Say or 
no say Number Per cent Mean partlol' pation score 
Have no say 
nave a say 
Total 
103 
164 
267 
36.6 
61.4 
100.0 
37.0 
50.3 
their board and manager and being Just as important as anyone 
else in the organization. Those who felt they had no say 
stated they felt this way because the board or a small group 
of farmers ran the cooperative, and the manager ran the coop­
erative. Almost a third of the group that stated they had no 
say stated they not only did not have a say but did not want 
any say. Mean participation score for those who felt they had 
no say was 37.0, and it was 50.3 for those that felt they had 
a say. 
There is a highly significant difference when participa­
tion soores are compared on the basis of whether or not mem­
bers feel they have a say (Table 57). F is 85.2 where signif­
icance at the 1 per cent level is 6.74. The null hypothesis 
is rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
propostion that participation ocorea would differ significant­
ly when compared on the basis of the member feeling he had a 
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Tabla 57. Analysis of ynrianoe oooparBtive partlolpcttlon 
aooraa by feeling of say or no say in manogement 
of cooperative. 
Souroe of De^ees of 3um of Mean 
varietion freedom s juarea aquarea 
Between groups 1 11 ,149 .95 11,149 .95 
Within groups 265 34 ,671 .20 130 .83 
Total 266 45 ,321 .15 
say or no say in running the cooperative ia supported. 
Identity with cooperative 
Member "we feeling'* or Identity with the cooperHtive. 
kuch has been written about "we feeling" as it relates to 
1 
identity and participation in group activity. "'7e feeling" 
is often expressed as "we believe," "we feel," "we stand for," 
"we do" and "we want." 
The use of the term 'we* implies a certain 
^ unity of thought and purpose and a certain co­
operative spirit. . . .There is usually displayed 
a willingness to endure sflcrifice and hardship for 
the benefit of the group and for the assistance 
and defense of its constituent members. . . . 
For example see Plato. The republic of Plato. (Trans­
lated by Benjamin Jewitt) N. Y., The colonial l^ess. 1901. 
p. 153; Edward 7, Gregory, Jr., and Lee Bidgood. Introductory 
sociology. N. T., Prentice Hall. 19ir.9. p. 30; Joseph B. 
Gittler. Leading forms of social groups. i\iiies, Iowa, Iowa 
State College Library. No date. {Typed copy); 'Villiam Graham 
Sumner. Folkways. Boston, Ginn and Company. 1940. p. 12-
13; Emory S. Bogardus. sociology. N. Y., Macmillan Co. 1941. 
p. 416; Charles Horton Cooley, Robert Cooley Angell and Juil-
liard Lowell Carr. Introductory sociology. N. Y., Charles 
•" 209 
Relations. . .axe based on a oommon syoqpathy with 
each other and a definite consciousness of being 
united In some way»^ 
The research seems to Indicate that '^we feeling** end 
partioipetion are closoly related. The member who identifies 
himself with hia group feels a stake in thot group and is will­
ing to help and even sacrifice for thot group would probably 
participate in its activities. Lewin stated that it is a 
mistake to assume that the way to keep a lerge membership is 
to demand as little as possible from the individual. "fJtrong 
groups are not built up that way, but rather the opposite 
2 
policy.** Hose concluded that making contributions to or 
sacrifices for an organization tends to Increase loyalty to 
3 
that group. 
Esprit de corpa, loyalty, solidarity and group identity, 
though probably no identical with '*we feeling** are sometimes 
used to describe this general type of social phenomena. Past 
thought and research have dealt with these concepts as they 
4 
applied to different groups. The recent work of Rose may be 
Scrlbner's Sons. 1933. p. 199; and Robert L« Sutherland and 
Julian L. Woodward. Introductory sociology. N. Y., J. B. 
Llppincott Co. 1937. p. 283-284. 
^Gregory and Bidgood, op. cit., p. 30. 
^Kurt Lewin. Resolving social conflicts. N. Y., Harper 
and Bros. 1945. p. 199. 
^ose, op. cit., p. 192. 
^For example see Smile Durkeim. Division of labor in 
society. Glencoe, 111., Free Press. 1947; F. J. Roethlis-
berger and ?f. J. Dickson. Management and the worker. Cam­
bridge, Harvard University Press. 1939; Samuel A. Stouffep 
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used as an ezainple. Though Rose never really oame to grips 
with Just what he meant by solidarity or loyalty, he did have 
some data that are important to the consideration of "we 
feeling.*^ He concluded that» '^It seems clear that getting 
members out to meetings has aided the union in getting member 
1 
loyalty." He also concluded that the strong loyalty in the 
union is closely associated with two variables: (1) the 
success that the union has in achieving its goals of increas­
ing worker income^ and {£) the amount of participation in union 
activities in which the rank and file member engages. 
It would seem reasonable to expect that participetlon 
scores would differ significantly when compared on the basis 
of "we feeling" for the cooperative. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference in 
member participation scores when compered on the basis of the 
member definitely having "we feeling" or having little or no 
"we feeling" for the cooperative. 
One of the major problems of past research in dealing 
with "we feeling" is the difficulty of measurement. This was 
also a difficulty in this study. The following method was 
used. Though there was no actual question on the schedxile 
dealing with "we feeling," there were many questions in the 
and others. The American soldier. Princeton, Princeton 
University Press. 1949; Arnold M. Rose. The negro morale: 
group identificution and protest. Minneapolis, University 
Minnesota Press. 1949; and Rose, Union solidarity. 
^Rose, Union solidarity, p. 53. 
2lbld., p. 183. 
"• &XX " 
schedule that gave opportunity for the member to express 
himself in terms of "we," "our" and "us" as compared with 
"they," "them," "he," "those fellows" and "those guys" when 
speaking about the local cooperative, its personnel and 
activities. In many cases in addition to actual words used 
the interviewer could catch voice inflection and gestures 
that gave indication of identity for or feeling agoinst the 
cooperative. Two questions in particular often brought 
forth expressions, in words, voice, and gestures that gave 
clues to "we feeling": (1) "Do you believe you have a say 
. have no say , in running the cooperative? ^jThy?" 
and (S) "Do you think of the cooperative as being your agent 
In the buying and selling markets or just another place to do 
business?" 
The interview took from 50 to 90 minutes to complete. 
Usually by this time good rapport was established and the 
interviewee would mention things about his cooperative that 
would give additional data that would help in classification. 
Such things were mentioned as description of cooperative 
problems that members had solved together end the nride and 
identity that came from this Joint action, the in-group out-
group description when speaking of members and nonmembers, or 
cooperative members and those who opposed the cooperative or 
how "we" got gas when it was in short supply and those "other 
guys" had trouble and "we" have something to say about the 
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policy In "our** oooperatlTe but those other buslnesaes are 
run from New York. 
It is recognized thot '•we feeling** is felt in varying 
degrees from no '•we feeling" to a very intense "we feeling.** 
It is very difficult to tell just where to draw the line and 
sey this person has enough "we feeling" to be categorized aa 
having "we feeling" and this person has not. The subjectivity 
of the decision is recognized. The Judgment woe made after 
each interview end members were closaifled as definitely 
having "we feeling" or having little or no "we feeling" for 
the cooperative. 
As Indiested before, two people took almost all of the 
schedules in this study. They often talked over specific 
interviews and in almost all cases agreed on the clesaifica-
tion. In some coses both schedule takers were present at the 
same interview and in all cases they agreed on the classifi­
cation. In oases where the decision was difficult, leading 
questions were asked at the end of the interview, such as, 
"Do you really feel that this is your cooperative and you are 
a part of it?" This again gave opportunity to Judge not only 
1 
the answer but inflection and gestures. 
^It is important to note that the interviewers not only 
classified the members on the basis of "we feeling" for the 
cooperative but also on the basis of the "we feeling" the 
member had for his local community. In many cases the members 
were classified as having "we feeling" for only one, the 
community or cooperative. This might be interpreted that the 
interviewers were not Just Judging the general impression left 
by the interviewee or the general atmosphere of the interview 
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1 
Almost a third of the members were olasalfled as having 
little or no "we feeling" for the cooperative of which they 
were a member (Table 56). Mean participation scores for 
this group were 37.0 while those having a definite "we feel­
ing'* had a participation score of 49.5. 
Table 58. participation of members by "we feeling" or no 
"we feeling" for the cooperative. 
Iv^embers 
"We feeling" 
Number Per cent 
Mean partici­
pation score 
Definitely have 
"we feeling" 173 64.6 49.5 
Have little or no 
"we feeling" 95 35.4 37.0 
Total 268 100.0 
There Is a highly significant difference when participa­
tion scores are compared on the basis of "we feeling" (Table 
59). F is 69.27 where significance at the 1 per cent level la 
6.74. The null hypothesis is rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
proposition that participation scores would differ signifi­
cantly when compared on the basis of "we feeling" is supported. 
situation but were discriminating between "we feeling" for the 
two different groups. 
^Stern found that slightly less than one-eighth of the 
members spoke of their cooperative as though they were a part 
of it. Stern, Membership problems in a milk marketing 
organization, p. 13. 
- 214 -
Table 59. AnalyslB of varlanoe oooperatlve participation 
scores by "we feeling" or no "we feeling" for 
cooperative. 
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 1 9,5^0.36 9,520.36 
Within groups 2^ 56.560.15 137.44 
Total 267 46,080.51 
Number of neighbors who belong to the cooperative. It 
has been established that any activity in which people engage 
publicly over time must have the acceptance of the general 
value system or at least the special segment of society within 
which the group acts. In general, participation in farmer 
cooperatives has that acceptance. However, an important fact­
or related to participation might be the degree to which 
participation in cooperative activity la a common practice or 
accepted value of all as compared with Just a few of the lo­
cality group in which the member resides. 
It might be posited that in those areas where nearly 
everyone participates in cooperative activity that patterns 
of expectations are set up that exert pressure on people to 
participate in cooperative activity. On the other hand, where 
there is only one or a few neighbors who participate it might 
be difficult to establish forceful patterns of expectations. 
!niU8 one might expect that people who live in areas where many 
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or all of their neighbors are cooperative r.iembora nrould know 
of the general acoeptance of oooperntion as a way of business 
end feel the porvaaivo pressure for participstlon. On the 
other hand, in those areas where there is only one or a vary 
few members there might not be the general aooeptanoe and 
social pressures. 
There aro at least three main elements left out of the 
above contention and also out of the present study. There is 
no way of knowing how pervasive the value acceptance of co­
operatives is in a given area. There is no wny of knowing at 
what level participation expectations are placed. There; is 
no way of knowing the degree to which the values, once set, 
are enforced. 
On the other hand, it might be reasoned that when members 
continue to belong to an organization even though they are in 
a minority they must do so out of very strong convictions 
about that organization and these convictions might well lead 
to active participation. There is great opportunity for intra-
ooimaunity conflict between different value groups which might 
lead to a strong unity and high degree of participation within 
each group. 
From an economic point of view it might be deduced that 
if most people join the cooperative there must be a generally 
felt need for the cooperative. However, this may not neces­
sarily be true because there may be only a few members who 
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realize the need and the remainder merely patronize the ooop-
eratlva because it is the moBt convenient source or outlet. 
It is also quite possible that even though there are only a 
few scattered members of the cooperative these members may 
participate to a high decree because of both the social 
reasons mentioned above and economic reasons In terms of the 
recognition of a specialized need In their particular farming 
operation. For instance, scattered dairy producers might form 
an artificial Insemmlnation cooperative and participate in it 
very actively. 
The proposition is suggested that participation scores of 
members will differ atgnlficantly when compared on the basia 
of the stated numbers of neighbors who belong to cooperatives. 
Those who say a high proportion of their neighbors belonging 
will have the higher scores. Hypothesis in the null form: 
There ia no difference in member participation scores when 
compared on the basis of stated number of neighbors who belong 
to cooperatives as categorized below. 
The majority of the members stated that none or only some 
, of their neighbors belonged to cooperatives (Table 60). In 
almost all cases the answer In the above category was some. 
Almost 44 per cent stated that many or all of their neighbors 
belonged. 
The participation scores were significantly different. 
Those who participated the most said that many or all of their 
217 -
neighbors were members. Those who said only some or none of 
their neighbors were members had much lower scores. 
There is a highly significant difference between scores 
(Table 61}. F is 13.15 where slgnlflotince at the 1 per cent 
level is 6.74. The null hypothesis is rejected. 
Table 60. Partlcipetion of members by stated number of 
neighbors who belonged to cooperative. 
Number of neighbors 
who belonged 
to cooperative 
Members 
Mean partloi* Number Per cent pation score 
None or some 
Many or all 
Total 
146 
114 
260® 
56.2 
43.6 
100.0 
42.6 
46.5 
a Sight gave other answers. 
Table 61. Analysis of variance cooperative partlcipBtion 
score by stoted nxunber of neighbors who belonged 
to cooperative. 
Degrees of 
freedom 
' Mean 
squares 
Source of 
variation 
Between groups 
Mthin groups 
Total 
1 
256 
259 
Sum of 
squares 
2,193.95 
45.040.25 
45,234.20 
2,193.95 
166.82 
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Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original prop-
osition that social participation scores would differ aignifi-
cently when compared on the basis of stated number of neighbcxs 
belonging to cooperatives is supported. 
Two main situations have been treated thus far. The one 
in which most or all of the member's neighbors are members, 
and the one where none or only some are members. A third 
category may be added although there are only eight cases in 
it. This group represents the group that did not know the 
membership status of their neighbors. This classification was 
used very sparingly and represents those who are more or less 
social isolates and probably were not aware of neighbor action 
and not sensitive to outside pressures and expectations* 
There is a highly significant difference between scores 
(Table 63). F is 7.09 where significance at the 1 per cent 
level is 4.69. The null hypothesis is rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
proposition that participation scores would differ significant­
ly when compared on the basis of the stated number of neighbcrs 
belonging to cooperatives is again supported. Those who stat­
ed that most of their neighbors belong had the highest score. 
Source and desire for cooperative information 
Receiving or not receiving current information about the 
cooperative, ivlost local and wholesale cooperatives are making 
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Tablt 62. Participation of members by stated number, includ­
ing 'don*t know"category, of neighbors who belonged 
to oooperatlye. 
Number of neighbors Members 
who belonged 
to cooperative Nxunber Per cent 
Mean partici­
pation score 
None or some 146 54.5 42.6 
i6Bnj or all 114 42.5 48.5 
Bon*t know 6 3.0 40.9 
Total 268 100.0 
Table 63. Analysis of variance cooperative participation 
score by stated number, including "don't know" 
category, who belonged to cooperative. 
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 2 2,339.38 1,169.69 
'Vithin groups 265 43.741.13 165.06 
Total 267 46,080.51 
an attempt to keep their membership informed about their 
cooperatives and cooperatives in general. The assumption 
behind this attempt Is that Information will bring about undv-
standing and thus enlightened participation. 
Members were asked, "Where do you get your ctirrent 
information about cooperatives?" Over 20 per cent said they 
did not get any current information about their cooperatives. 
No attempt was made in this question to get at what type 
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of information members were getting* The recognition that 
they were or were not getting information was the foous. 
vhat the members considered as their source of current 
infozmation is taken up in the following section. 
If information leads to understanding and thus enlighten­
ed participation, it would seem logical to expect participa­
tion scores to differ significantly when those who say they 
do get current information are compared with those who say 
they do not get current information. Hypothesis in the null 
form: There is no difference in member participation scores 
when members are compared on the basis of getting current 
information or not getting current information about coopera­
tives. 
Those who said they received current information had a 
higher participation score, 46.5, than those who said they 
did not got current information, participation score 39.5 
(Table 04). 
There is a highly significant difference in participation 
scores (Table 65). F is 12.89 where significance at the 1 per 
cent level is 6.74. The null hypothesis is rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
proposition that participation scores would be significantly 
different when members were compared on the basis of saying 
they get or do not get cvirrent information about their cooper­
ative is supported. 
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Table 64. Partloipation of members by whether or not members 
get current Information about the cooperative. 
Members 
Current information Mean partlol-
Number Per cent nation score 
Do get current 
information 213 79.5 46.51 
Do not get current 
information 55 20.5 39.5 
Total 266 100.0 
Table 65. Analysis of varianoe cooperative perticipation 
score by whether or nut members get current 
information about the cooperative. 
Source of Degree of ^um of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 1 2,1^9.56 2,129.56 
Within groups 266 43.950.95 165.22 
Total 267 46,080.51 
Source of current information. As indicated above, al­
most 80 per cent of the members said they had some source of 
current information. Many different sources and many differ­
ent combinations of sources were mentioned. 
Stern found that those members who reported meetings aa 
the best source of informetion about cooperatives were the 
1 
best informed members. He also found that those who reported 
^Stern and Doran, op. cit., p. 18. 
- 222 -
they read the house organ thoroughly oompered with those who 
read it partially or not at all attended meetlnga much more 
1 
regularly. John found that ffirmera who reported meetings of 
the local and the houseorgan as moat reliable sources of 
inforuiHtion were most liekly to be well informed, Loaey 
found that there was no significant difference in meeting 
attendance by source of information mentioned but that there 
3 
wes a difference in regular patronage by source of informaticn. 
It seems reasonable to expect that the sources or combina­
tion of sources might not be equr^lly successful in getting 
across information and bringing about understanding and thus 
one might expect different degrees of participation depending 
on the .source or combination of sources of current informaticxi. 
The basic question might be raised, how many, if any, of the 
sources mentioned actually attempt to get across basic coop­
erative theory or the principles of cooperatives. Some of 
the sources mentioned were almost completely sales promotional 
in nature. Cthar sources dealt nainly with success story 
information with little attempt being mtide to present impor­
tant facts that would lead to understanding. 
However, it is felt thnt aome of the current sources of 
information contain much more basic information than others. 
Thus the proposition is suggested that member participation 
^Stern, Membership problems in a milk marketing organi­
zation, p. 7. 
2John, op. cit., p. 12. 
^Losey, op. cit., p. 246. 
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sooras will differ signlfioantly when oompered on the basis 
of the source or combination of sources of the informntion 
mentioned. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference in 
participation scores when members are compared on the basis 
of what they said was their source of current information 
about cooperatives as categorized below. 
The complete list of stated sources of current informa­
tion is given so that the variety of current sources may be 
1 
noted and possible insights for future research be gained 
(Table 66}. 
Those current sources of Information that were mentioned 
by eight or more members were treated statistically. Scores 
ranged from a low of 40.0 for those mentioning neighbors, 
relatives and friends to 55.9 for those who mentioned whole­
sale cooperative literature in combination with neighbors, 
relatives and friends (Table 67). Those who gave the follow­
ing as current sources of information also ranked high: local 
cooperative literature, the Coop Consumer, Farm Bureau and 
annual meetings, farm papers and magazines, and wholesale 
cooperative literature other than the Coop Consumer also had 
relatively high scores. However, there were no significant 
differences in the scores. 
^Though the small numbers in the categories do not make 
the data reliable it may be noted that even with the wide 
range in sources the score differences are not significant. 
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Table 66. Partlolpation of members by atated ourrent source 
of information. 
Source of information Z T I I Mean pertlol-
Number Per cent p^^lon score 
No source 
Farm papers and magazines 
Wholesale literature (not 
Coop Consumer) 
Coop Consumer, CCA 
Cooperative Consumer, Farm 
Bureau and annual meeting 
Newspapers 
Farm papers and magazines 
and local cooperative 
literature 
Coop Consumer and local 
literature 
Local cooperative literature 
Neighbors, relatives and 
friends 
Cooperative personnel and 
board 
Vholesaie cooperative liter­
ature (not Coop Consumer), 
neighbors and friends 
Coop annual meetings, and 
farm papers and magazines 
Cooperative meetings, farm 
papers and Ferni Bureau 
Annual meetings 
Coop Consumer and Felco 
publication 
Cooperative personnel, watch' 
Ing cooperative work and 
farm papers and magazines 
Farm organizations and 
Extension Service 
Felco publication and Farm 
Bureau 
Radio 
Wholesale literature and lo­
cal cooperative literature 
Cooperative magazines 
Friends, relatives and neigh­
bors and coop meetings 
Total 
55 20.5 39.5 
49 18.3 48.4 
22 8.2 48.1 
18 6.7 45.8 
16 6,0 49.8 
16 6.0 43.1 
12 4.5 43.3 
11 4.1 43.8 
11 4.1 50.1 
11 4.1 40.0 
8 3.0 39.8 
a 3.0 55.9 
6 2.2 52.3 
5 1.9 40.4 
4 1.5 52.3 
4 1.5 39.8 
2 .7 43.5 
2 .7 44.0 
2 .8 50.8 
2 .7 38.0 
2 .7 41.0 
1 .4 33.0 
1 ^ 59.0 
268 100.0 
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Table 67. Participation of members by soxiroeB of current 
information mentioned by eight or more members. 
Members 
Source of information Niunber Per cent Mean partici­
pation aoore 
Farm papers and magazines 49 26 .92 46.4 
.^olesale literature (not 
Coop Consumer) 22 12 .09 48.1 
Coop Consumer, CCA 18 9 .89 45.8 
Coop Consumer, Farm Bureau 
and annual meeting 16 G .79 49.8 
Newspapers 16 8 .79 43.1 
Coop Consumer and local 
cooperative literature 11 6 .05 43.8 
'.Vholesale and local litera­
ture and farm papers and 
magazines 12 6 .59 43.3 
Local cooperative literature 11 6 .04 50.1 
Neighbors, relatives and 
friends 11 6 .04 40.0 
Cooperative personnel, includ­
ing manager and board, and 
watching cooperative work 8 4 .40 39.8 
^olesale coop literature, 
neighbors and friends 8 4 .40 55.9 
Total 182 100 .00 
There is not a significant difference in scores (Table 
66). F is 1.35 where aignificance at the 5 per cent level is 
1.86. There is not sufficient evidence to refute the null 
hypothesis. 
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Table 66. Analysis of variance cooperative participation 
seore by current sources of cooperative Informa­
tion mentioned by eight or more members. 
Source of Degrees of JTum of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 10 2,464.69 246.49 
Within groups 171 31,322.63 183.17 
Total 181 33,787.52 
Since the null hypothesis is not rejected, the original 
proposition that member participation scores would be 
signlfic&ntly different when members are compared on the 
basis of their stated current source of information is not 
supported. 
Since sources and combination of sources mentioned varied 
so greatly additional combinotions were made so that a larger 
proportion of the sample could be treated statistically (Table 
69). Though an attempt was made to make these combinations in 
the most logical manner the shortcomings of such combinations 
ere recognized and generalizations should be treated accord­
ingly . 
The participation scores are not significantly different 
(Table 70). F is 1.16 where significance at the 5 per cent 
level is 1.87. There is not sufficient evidence to refute 
the null hypothesis. 
Since the null hypothesis is not rejected, the original 
proposition that participation scores would differ signifi-
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Table 69* Participation of members by forced categorlee of 
source of Infornetlon mentioned by eight or more 
members. 
Members 
Source of Information 
Number Per cent Mean pertici' patlon score 
Mainly farm papers and ^ 
farm magazines (2, 17, 7) 63 29.6 47.3 
Mainly wholesale lltera-
tiire (not coop Consumer) 
(3, 22, 12, 21) 33 15.5 49.1 
Mainly Coop Consumer (4, 16} 22 10.3 44.7 
Newspaper and radio (6, 20) 18 8.4 42.5 
Annual meeting. Coop Con­
sumer and Farm Bureau 16 7.5 49.8 
Mainly neighbors, relatlyes 
and friends (6, 23) 12 5.6 41.6 
Local cooperative literatiire 11 5.2 50.1 
Coop Consumer and local 
literature 11 5.2 43.8 
Mainly annual meetings (15, 
13) 10 4.7 52.3 
Farm organizations and Ex­
tension (18, 14, 19) 9 4.2 43.4 
Cooperative personnel, in­
cluding manager and board, 
and watching cooperative 
work 8 3.8 39.6 
Total 213 100.0 
^Numbers refer to combinations of categories listed In 
Table 66. 
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Table 70. Analysis of Terianoe oooperatlve partioipatlon 
scores by forced categories of sources of Informa­
tion mentioned by eight or more members. 
Source of Degrees of sum of Mean 
variation freedom squares aguarea 
Between groups 10 2,086.22 208.62 
vVithin groups 202 36.595.02 180.17 
Total 212 38,483.24 
cantly when compared on the basis of source of current infor­
mation is not supported In this case either. 
In almost all cases these categories are mutually exclu­
sive. For instance, the person who mentioned the combined 
category of the Coop Consumer and Local Literature as his cur­
rent source of information does not also appear in the separate 
categories of Coop Consumer and local cooperative literature. 
The participation scores ranged from 39.8 for Cooperative 
Personnel including: Manager and the Board to 52.3 for Mainly 
Cooperative Annual Meetings. A combination involving annual 
meeting tdont:: with the Coop Consumer and the Farm Bureau as 
sources also ranked high. 
Again it should be emphasized that any generalizations 
made from these data should be qualified on the basis of 
combination of categories. Additional research needs to be 
done in this area. For instance, why does the combination of 
Coop Consumer and local literature rank: lower than each of 
these categories separately? Do farm papers and magazines 
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oarry enough Information about oooperatiyes to be considered 
such an Important source of information's Or, are the people 
who read this type of publications the same persons who would 
understand and be active in his cooperatives? 
More information dealred about the loccl cooperative. 
Anderson states, '*One of the problems in the education of 
farmers with respect to his own marketing agency is to create 
a desire for the information which he realizes he does not 
1 
have.** It might also be pointed out that even a prior step 
Is making the member aware that he does not have all the 
information he needs to make rational decisions in relation 
to the cooperative. 
The question was asked, "vould you like to receive more 
Information about your cooperative?" Over 56 per cent said 
they did desire more information. The Anderson study found 
that only 23 per cent said they could use more information. 
Sixty-eight per cent said they were satisfied with the infor­
mation they possessed and nine per cent sold they did not 
2 
receive any information at all. 
Is it reasonable to expect those who desire more Infor­
mation to have higher participation scores than those who do 
not desire more information? As stated above the first step 
In most educational programs would be to create the feeling 
^Anderson and Sanderson,cp. cit., p. 17* 
^Ibld., p. 18. 
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on the part of the members that they did not have all the 
facts and \mderstandings needed to make rational decisions 
related to their cooperative. 
Field observation leads one to conclude that those who 
do not want more information fall into three main categories. 
First, there are those who do not know much about their coop­
erative and do not want to know more. They participate to a 
minimum degree and they do not want to be more active. As 
long as they experience some satisfaction regarding prices, 
services and patronage refunds they have no further concern 
about their cooperative. This view ia supported by the fact 
that a large number of members said they did not have a say 
in the running of their cooperative and did not want any. 
The second category varies slightly from the first. They 
know a little about their cooperative. The more they learn 
the more they feel obligations to their cooperative, and the 
more they feel pressure to participate in various ways. To 
escape these pressures they want to be able to plead ignorance, 
80 do not want more information. 
A third category think they now get a lot of information 
and they do not have or take time to read and understand what 
they do get. They want no more. This group also is usually 
not well informed or active in the cooperative. 
Those who want more information seem to have some under­
standing of their cooperatives, feel some sense of responsi­
bility to participate in cooperative activities and are willing 
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to learn more about their oooperotlves. 
If these obaerTatlons are true then one might expect 
participation aoorea to differ significantly idien members ere 
compared on the basis of wanting more information or wanting 
no Information about their local cooperatives. Those who 
want more information will have the higher scores. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference in 
participation scores when members are compared on the basis of 
wanting or not wanting more information about their local co-
operatiyes. 
There is a highly significant difference in scores (Table 
72). F Is 20,74 where significance at the 1 per cent level is 
6*74. The null hypothesis Is rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis Is rejected, the original 
proposition that participution scores would differ signifi­
cantly when members are compared on the basis of wanting more 
or not wanting more information about their cooperative is 
supported. The direction of difference is as expected—those 
who want more information have the higher score. 
More information desired about cooperatives in general. 
Members were also asked if they wished more information about 
cooperatives in general, mainly, wholesale, regional, and 
foreign cooperatives. An even larger number, 69 per cent, 
wanted more information about cooperatives in general* 
In addition to the observations made in the previous 
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Table 71. Partioipation of members by whether or not more 
inforaujtion about local oooperatlve Is desired. 
Mamber 
Information Number Per cent Mean participa­tion score 
Would like to receive 
mors information 151 56.3 48.2 
vould not like to re­
ceive more Informa­
tion 117 43.7 41.1 
Total 268 100.0 
Table 72, Analysis of vuriance oooperative participation 
scores by whether or not more information about 
local cooperative is desired. 
Source of Degrees of Sum ot Mean 
Yariation freedom squares aguaree 
Between groups 1 3,332.69 3,332.89 
•Vithln groups 866 42.747.62 160.71 
Total 267 46,080.51 
section there may be additional reasons that the person who 
wanted to know more about cooperatives in general might 
participate to a greater extent in his cooperative. It might 
be reasoned that an appreciation of the possibilities of co­
operatives and the desire for additional infcarmatlon regarding 
cooperatives in general might come out of a satisfying expe­
rience with the local cooperative. Ideally that satisfying 
experience would involve maximum participation in the local 
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oooperatlTe. 
Tberafore, one might expect the participation aoores to 
differ signifloantly when merabera are compared on the baaia of 
whether or not they want more Information about cooperatives 
In general. One would expect those who want the additional 
information to have the highest participation scores. 
Hypothesis in the null form; There is no difference in 
participation scorea when members are compared on the basis of 
wanting more or wanting no more information about cooperatives 
in general* 
There was an even greater difference in mean participatiaa 
scores in the case of wanting more information about wholesale 
cooperatives and cooperatives in general (Table 73). 
There is a highly significant difference between scores 
(Table 74). F is 32.92 where significance at the 1 per cent 
level is 6.74. The null hypothesis is rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
proposition that participation scores would differ significant 
ly when members are compared on the basis of wanting more in­
formation or not wanting more information about wholesale co­
operatives in general is supported. The direction of the 
difference is as expected in that those who wanted more infor­
mation had higher scorea. 
fOaowledge of facts about cooperatives 
Knowledge of facts about the oooperatlTe. Many studies 
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Table 73. Participation of raenbers by whether or not more 
information about cooperatives in general is 
desired. 
Member 
Information 
Number Per cent 
kean participa-
tion score 
'?ould like to receive 
mors information 185 69.0 48.0 
would not like to re­
ceive more information 63 
Total 268 
31.0 
100.0 
38.6 
Table 74. Analysis of variance cooperative participation 
score by whether or not more information about co­
operatives in general is desired. 
Source of begrees of Sum of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 1 5,074.29 5,074.29 
IVlthin groups 266 41.006.22 154.16 
Total 267 46,080.51 
have dealt with the relation of knowledge of facts and partic­
ipation. 
Stern's measurements were in terns of the member's know­
ledge of the volume of business, size of membership, when the 
cooperative was organized, date of organization, who were the 
present president and manager, who owns the facilities, why 
was the cooperative atacted, how does one become a member, what 
is evidence of membership and where are the headquarters of 
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the organization. He found a positive relation between the 
knowledge eoore on the one hand and number of meetings 
attended and amount of patronage done vrith the cooperative 
1 
on the other hand. 
John found thot members who attended one or more meetings 
of thair local were more likely to be Informed than non-
2 
attenders. Gibson found that attendance at meetings was 
positively related to knowledge of the structure and activ-
3 
ities of the cooperatives. Anderson and Sanderson concluded 
that the patron member, the regular patron and the former who 
attended meetings had more accurate knowledge about how member­
ship was obtained, member rights and how local profits were 
used. "Participation and knowledge are shown to be related in 
4 
almost every situation." 
McKay found that the greater the number of members par­
ticipating directly in the activities of the cooperative, as 
directors or members of committees, the greater these members' 
5 
knowledge would be. 
Losey dealt with understanding of facts in terms of 
understanding how local profits were used, attainment of 
^Stern and Doran, op. cit., p. 17. 
^John, op, clt., p. 13. 
3 Gibson, op. clt., p. 465. 
^Anderson and Sanderson, op. clt., p. 30. 
McKay, op. clt., p. 6. 
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membership, duties and poirers of advisory ooxnmittees, rights 
of patrons, selection of manager and election of board of 
directors. He found a high relationship between understanding 
of facts and meeting attendance end a signiflcbnt relationship 
1 
between regular patronage and understanding of facts. 
Thus it seems that there is substantial evidence that 
there is a significant relationship between knowledge of facts 
about the cooperative and some phases of participation. How­
ever, it is possible that this type of knowledge will only 
assure minimum participation. One may have to know how to 
become a member, may be asked to produce his evidence of 
membership, and know what services are offered before he can 
patronize the cooperative. However, these are merely miniimuB 
elements of participation. 
Knowledge of when the organization was formed, the size 
of the organization and dollar volxune may be interesting facts 
but how essential are they to meaningful participation? Size 
of organization and dollar volume may be inqportant data in 
determining expansion or contraction policy but not perhaps 
too important in the normal year to year activity. 
Name of the present manager and president might become 
Important from the point of view of persons to contact with 
criticisms and also important from the point of view of 
identity with the organization. Even more important might be 
knowing the board of directors who are the real policy making 
^Losey, op. cit., p. 227. 
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1 
groups in the abort run In most oooperatlvos. 
An understanding of the rights and roaponsibillties of 
members, the reason why the oooperntive was organized, how 
looal profits are used, how managers and directors are select­
ed all may be important to meaningful participation. Thpese 
last mentioned factors are closely related to what have been 
called understanding of basic principles in this study. 
It seema logical that the person who has knowledge of 
the facts about his cooperative may also have a high degree 
of understanding of basic cooperative principles. There is a 
oorrelution of .290 between understanding of facts and under­
standing of basic theoretical cooperative principles. 
Therefore, the proposition is suggested that there will 
be a significant positive relationship between participation 
scores and the understanding of facts about the cooperative. 
However, it also seems logical that this relationship will not 
be as great as the relationship between participation scores 
and understanding of basic cooperative principles. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no relation be­
tween member participation scores and knowledge of facts about 
the cooperative as measured by the knowledge of facts score. 
^:?hen members' participation scores vtere compared on the 
basis of whether they knew none, one-fourth, one-half, three-
fourths, or all of their board members there was a hi^ly 
significant difference in scores. F was 16.14 where signifi­
cance at the 1 per cent level is 3.39. Mean perticipetion 
scores increased as the number of board members known increas­
ed. 
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The same general procedure was followed in dereloping the 
Knowledge of Facts about the Cooperative score as was follow­
ed in developing the Cooperative Participation soore. The fivB 
Items used to attempt to measure the knowledge of facta about 
the cooperative were: 
(1) Knowledge of the salary of manager of the local 
cooperative, 
(2) Knowledge of existence of wholesale cooperatives, 
(3) Knowledge of who were the cooperative board of direc­
tors, 
(4) Knowledge of whether or not their cooperative had an 
educational fund, 
(5) Knowledge of whether or not their cooperative was 
partially financed by the revolving fund method. 
There is a significant relationship between scores. Co­
efficient of correlation is .289 where significance at the 1 
per cent level Is .159. The null hypothesis Is rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
proposition that there will be a significant relation between 
participation scores and understanding of facts about the co­
operative is supported. The relationship is positive. As 
suggested, this relationship is not as great as that between 
the participation scores and understanding of principles. 
Correlation coeffioienta are .289 and .492 respectively. 
^ITor actual questions used, ^eigliting of items and a 
brief discussion or the score, see the Appendices. 
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Knowledge of exlatenoe of wholesale or "regional" oooper-
atIves. Most of the cooperetivea that operate in Iowa have 
found it to their advantage to affiliate with one or more 
wholesale cooperatives to serve their members better. The 
wholesele cooperntive is now a very important part of the 
vertical integration scheme of farmer cooperatives. However, 
Just like a member joining the local cooperative, the local 
cooperative joininR the wholesale brings with it implicit and 
explicit responsibilities of participation. 
Is knowledge about the existence of wholesale cooperatives 
associated with participation in local coopertitives? 
There seem to be some logical reasons for thinking that 
awareness of the existence of wholesale cooperatives might af­
fect participation, i/iany farmers mistrust any type of business 
they cannot actually observe in action. Historically they 
have been suspicious of organizations that operate at the state 
or national level. As long as it operates at the local level, 
where its operation can bo observed, where they know its 
personnel, where they think they know how their money is being 
used or how their product ia being handled they seem to be 
less suspicious. Many farmers are afraid of "bigness" as such 
and for this reason do not want their cooperatives to get too 
big. In fact 12 per cent of the members interviewed thought 
that wholesale cooperatives ml^jht now be monopolies. So even 
though almost all cooperatives are affiliated with wholesales, 
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if the local member does not know it he might continue to 
participate more, to be more willing to finance, bear riske 
more readily and get others to Join his local cooperntive. 
On tha other hand, there ore many farmers who recognize 
the need for the wholesale. They realize that many of the 
major savings can no longer be made at the local level but 
must be made at the wholesale or menufacturing level. They 
realize that the only way that these savings can be made la 
for local cooperatives to band together and form wholesales. 
They not only realize the need for the wholesale but realize 
the only way wholesales can be operated on a sound basis is 
to have sound locals. The locals must help finance, bear 
risks, determine policy, help boost, carry on educational 
programs and patronize the wholesale. This takes active 
participation in the local. Some cooperative members honestly 
feel that although the need for a cooperative in a specific 
local market may not be great there is a general need for 
wholesales that can make an impact on the largei' market. It 
is mainly through active participation in the local that 
participation is possible in the wholesale. 
It is believed that the latter argument is stronger and 
more realistic than the former. Thus it seems reasonable to 
suggest the proposition that participation scores will differ 
signlficantly when compared on the basis of whether or not 
members are aware of the existence of wholesale cooperatives. 
In addition, it is expected that those who do know about 
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Wholesales will have the higher pertlolpatlon scores. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference in 
participation acoras vyhen members are compared on the basis of 
whether or not they are aware of the existence of wholesale 
cooperatives. 
Despite the fact that almost all locals are affiliated 
with some wholesale, over 40 per cent said they did not know 
that there were wholesale cooperatives. The mean p&rticlpa-
tion score of this group was 43*0 while the participation 
score of the group that was aware of wholesales was 46.6 
(Table 75). 
Table 75. Farticlpatlon of members by knowledge of existence 
of wholesale cooperatives. 
. Member 
Awareness of -- ~ - " Mean part lei-
wholesales Number Per cent pation score 
Know wholesales exist 157 58.6 46.6 
Did not know wholesales 
exist 111 41.4 43.0 
268 100.0 
There is a signlficunt difference in participation 
scores (Table 76). F is 4.96 where significnnce at the 5 per 
cent level is 3.88. The null hypothesis is rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
proposition that participation scores would differ signlfi-
- 248 -
Table 76. Analysis of variance oooperatlve partlolpetlon 
scores by knowledge of existence of wholesale 
cooperatives. 
Source of Degrees of S\un of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 1 644.10 
Within groups 266 45.2^6.41 
Total 267 46,080.51 
cantly when compared on the bRsis of whether or not members 
are aware of the existence of wholesale cooperatives is 
supported. The difference ia as expected in direction in that 
those who were awere of the wholesale cooperatives had the 
higher score. 
Member opinion of benefits from wholesales. As stated 
above most of the support and participation in wholesale 
cooperatives must come through the local cooperative. There­
fore, it seems reasonable to expect the members who are aware 
of wholesale cooperatives to participate in different degrees 
in local cooperative activities depending on whether or not 
they thought the wholesale was benefitting them. 
There is of course the possibility that even though the 
member did not think the wholesale was benefitting him in any 
way he would continue to participate actively in the local 
because of the benefit he thought he was receiving from the 
local. On the other hand, a member Bight feel that both the 
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local and the wholesale were benefitting hln thus he would 
participate in the loool to make sure of receiving both those 
benefits. There also might be the members who doubted the 
need for a wholesale. The major way he could participate in 
and support the wholesale would be through his local so this 
also might lead to a high degree of local participation. 
It seems logical to expect th. t participation scores 
would differ significantly when members are compared on the 
basis of their thinking the wholesale benefits them or does 
not benefit them. 
However, when the data were gathered it appeared that 
there was an importcnt third category that had not been 
considered. Of the 157 members who were aware of wholesale 
cooperRtives, over 70 per cent thought that they benefitted 
from the wholesale. Only seven per cent did not. The remain­
ing 22 per cent knew wholesale cooperatives existed but did 
not know if the wholesale benefitted them or not. The seven 
per cent is a relatively small number of members (11 members) 
so generalizations here should be made with cere. 
The proposition was reformulated to state that porticipa-
tion scores would differ significantly when members are com­
pared on the basis of thinking their wholesale benefits them, 
does not benefit them or do not know whether or not it 
benefits them. It was expected that those who though the 
wholesale benefitted them would have the highest score. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference in 
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partlolpatlon scores when neinbers ere compared on the basis of 
their thinking the wholesale cooperative benefits them, does 
not benefit them, or do not know whether or not it benefits 
them. 
Mean porticipation scores for the category that thought 
the wholesale benefitted them were 49.2 (Table 77}. The 
Table 77. Participation of members by opinion of benefit 
received from wholesole cooperatives. 
Member 
Wholesale benefits 
Number Per cent Mean part id pation score 
'iVholesale does benefit 112 71.3 49.2 
'.'holesale does not 
benefit 11 7.0 45.5 
Do not know if wholesale 
benefits 34 21.7 36.2 
Total 157 100.0 
participation score of those who did not think the wholesale 
benefitted them was 45.5 while the score for the group that 
did not know whether or not the wholesale benefitted them was 
only 38.2. Additional analysis needs to be made on this point. 
One possible explanation might be that those members who 
do not know whether or nut the wholesale is benefitting them 
are very confused and suspicious and therefore are not partic­
ipating their local cooperntive. On the other hand, it 
may be very difficult even for the member who knows about 
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nholesales to determine whether or not he is benefitting fron 
the wholesale. 
There is a significant difference in scores (Table 78). 
F is 0.42 where significance at the 1 per cent level ia 4.76. 
The null hypothesis is rejected. 
Table 78. Analysis of variance cooperative participation 
scores by opinions of benefits received from whole­
sale cooperatives. 
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 2 3,153.42 1,576.71 
Within groups 154 25,787.15 167.45 
Total 156 28,940.55 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original prop­
osition that participation scores would differ significantly 
when members are compared on the basis of thinking their 
wholesale benefits them, does not benefit them, or do not know 
whether or not it benefits them ia supported. The direction 
of the difference is as expected to the extent that those who 
think they receive benefits have the highest scores. 
Satisfaction and criticisms of cooperatives 
Satisfaction with cooperative, ".'hat is the relationship 
between general satisfaction with an association and partici­
pation in it? It is recognized that there can be many 
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definitions of satisfaction by the individual members. Kach 
member may be antisfied but for entirely different reasons. 
The very thing that makes one person satisfied may make the 
next person dissatisfied. However, past studies have shown 
there has been enough agreement on the definition of satisfao 
tion to make this a fruitful area of study. 
In his labor study Rose found that, "The more a member 
participates in his union, the more favorable is his attitude 
1 
toward it.'* 
In his general participation study of rural people 
Llndstrom states that evidently those who did not participate 
comprise the bulk of those with non-favorable attitudes 
toward organizetions, whereas the porticipatlng members of 
business and educational organizations are, in general, 
favorably disposed toward them. 
A summary statement from Anderson and Sanderson helps 
clarify and point out interrelations between satisfaction and 
participation as related to farmer cooperatives: 
In each situation those farmers who are patron 
members, practiced patronage, and attended the 
organization meetin^^ most regularly, expressed more 
favorable opinions about these three aspects of the 
organizations then did those who are only casual 
patrons, attend no meetings, and do not become mem­
bers. This is particularly true with respect to 
the relationship between frequency of patronage and 
the opinions relative to advantages of membership. 
In fact regularity of patronage seems to be related 
^Rose, op. clt., p. 51. 
2 Llndstrom, op. cit., p. 116. 
- 247 -
more favorably to the farmer's opinion about mem­
bership advantDges, policies and practloea of the 
organization and the qunllty of product than does 
patron-membership or attendance. In other words, 
If the organization can build habitual buying 
farmers, it would seem to improve opinions. But 
the reverse is also probably true, end it may be 
the factor of chief significance, namely, that 
favorable opinion to policies, quality and advantages 
of membership leads to regularity in buying. These 
are interrelated factors and should be promoted as 
such in the organization's development.^ 
Stern developed a satisfaction score V7hich measured 
satisfaction on the following items: future of cooperatives, 
contribution of cooperBtives to agriculture, ability of 
cooperative leaders and members, and members having a fair 
chance to have their say in the cooperative. He found that 
the more favorable attitude scores were usually associated 
with those who did a greater per cent of their business with 
their cooperative. He also found that in general there was a 
high oorrelation between favorableness and the extent to which 
the member participated in the activities of his organization 
such as holding office, attending meetings and voting on 
2 
policy. Stern concluded that farmer support, as expressed 
through favorableness of attitude, was even stronger when he 
also received the personal and fsoclal values derived from 
participation in the activities of his cooperative. Lack of 
member participation goes hand in hand with an unfavorable 
3 
attitude. 
^Anderson and Sanderson, op. clt., p. 29. 
^Stern and Doran, op. clt., p. 33-34• 
^Ibld., p. S8-40. 
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Hennlng and Poling found that of those who did all or part 
of their business vlth oooperatlves 89 per cent thought their 
association had been of sojme value to them while of those who 
did no business with the cooperative only 46 per cent thought 
1 
they got some value from the cooperative. 
Lo3ey found the only seemingly contradictory evidence on 
this point. He found thfit there was no significant associa­
tion between general good will toward the organization and the 
member's participation In it In terms of meeting attendance 
2 
and regular patronage. 
This limited research available on the relation of 
satisfaction to participation is indicative of the focus of 
past research on satisfaction as an end In Itself. Most of 
the research has given major emphasis to the personal and 
social factors related to satisfaction without first establlabh 
Ing that satisfaction is related to either participation in 
general or rational meaningful participation. 
The evidence points strongly to a relationship between 
satisfaction and participation. However, in the broader 
philosophical framework it should be recognized that satis­
faction itself might be a false end for which to strive. Some 
cooperative managers say that as long as they can return a big 
patronage refund the members will be satisfied and continue to 
^Hennlng and Poling, op. clt., p. 30. 
g 
Losey, op. clt., p. 229. 
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1 
patronlz«, Frank Robotka has pointed out many timBS that oo-
op6ratiV98 oan be suoosssful In a business sense but not be 
sucoessful in the cooperative sense. He has suggested that 
success and satisfaction, based purely on a criterion of buai-
ness success, may be on unsound ground in a cooperative 
asaociation. 3Btisfaction based on tinder standing and rational 
participation is much sounder ground upon which cooperatives 
can be based. 
The definition of being satisfied or not satisfied is 
probably based on the definition of the aitm-.tion as it now 
exists in the local cooperative. In the mnin one would expect 
that those who are best satisfied do partlnipRte in the coop­
erative Bctivitiea. It is also possible that those who are 
dissatisfied might continue to participfite and at the same 
time be trying to improve the cooperative so that they will 
be more satisfied. 
One of the greatest dangers, however, is the nember who 
is satisfied and is baaing that satisfaction on only one or 
two important criteria. As pointed out above, it may be size 
of patronage refund or immediate price. Meaningful satisfac­
tion, from the long run point of view of the cooperative, 
should probably be based on an understanding and examination 
of the entire functioning of the cooperative, not just one or 
^Personal conversation, numerous speeches the outhor haa 
heard him make and writing such as Frank Robotka. How coop­
erative are we, Iowa Agr. Ext. Serv., Econ. and Soc. Section. 
1947. 
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two orlterla. The member should not only examine refund and 
prices, but finanoing, risk bearing, control, management, 
education, volume of business, efficiency of operation and 
alternative uses of resources. If this type of examination 
is made and the member is highly satisfied with his coopera­
tive then a very high relation between aatisfaction and parties 
ipation would be expected. 
On the basis of the evidence from the review of litera­
ture and the discussion, the proposition is advanced that 
there will be a significant positive relationship between 
member participation scores and satisfoction scores. 
Hypothesis in the nxill form: There is no relationship 
between member participation scores and member satisfaction 
scores. 
The same general procedure was followed in developing 
1 
the Satisfaction with cooperative score as was followed in 
developing the cooperative participation score. The following 
items were used as indication of the member satisfaction: 
1. Opinion that he received some benefit from the 
cooperative, 
2. Opinion that the cooperative exerted a favorable 
competitive price and service influence in the market, 
3. Opinion that the cooperative was giving some degree 
of savings in terms of prices, 
^For actual questions used, weighting of Items and brief 
discussion of the score see the Appendix. 
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4. Opinion that the cooperative was really saving the 
member money» 
5. Stated satisfaction with price savings, 
6. Opinion that "coop" products were as good or better 
than '^name brand" competitors, 
7. Opinion that member had a say in rimning the coop­
erative. 
There is a highly aignificent relationship between the 
scores. Coefficient of correlation is .476 where significance 
at the 1 per cent level is .159. The null hypothesis is 
rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original prop­
osition that there would be a significant relation between 
participation scores and satisfaction scores is supported* 
The relationship is positive. 
It 
Greatest benefit from cooperative. The review of litera­
ture disclosed no major findings related to this characteristjc. 
A previous section indicated that members Joined the 
cooperative for different reasons. However, there was no 
difference in participation when members were compared on the 
basis of why thay Joined the cooperative. 
It would seem logical for different people to mention 
different things as thoir greatest benefit from belonging to 
the same organization. Although different people mention 
different benefits it Is still quite possible that these 
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different benefits are of equal importance in relation to 
motivating the people who mentioned them. However, it is 
also quite possible that some benefits tend to have differ­
ential motivational power. For instanoe, if a member really 
believed in the "cooperative way* as being in itself some­
thing better than what he might term the "competitive way" 
he might participate to the fullest extent in his cooperative 
although it was not having any impact on the market, was not 
operating efficiently or saving him money. On the other hand 
the person whose greatest benefit was pure economic savings 
might not ^iarticipate in cooperative activities the moment 
the cooperative failed to give him tangible short run finan-
olal savings. There are also some members who undoubtedly 
feel that the cooperative is of no benefit to them. 
Since the category of no benefit was included in the 
analysis along with other benefits it seems reasonable to 
advance the proposition that participation scores will differ 
significantly when compared on the basis of the greatest 
benefit members feel they receive from their cooperative. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference in 
participation scores when compared on the basis of the 
greatest benefit (including no benefit) that members say they 
receive from their cooperative. 
Greatest benefits were classified into four groups (TatiLe 
79). There were a large number of other reasons but these 
did not have enough similarity for classification. 
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Table 79. Pertlolpation of members by stated greatest benefit^ 
Inoludlng none, from cooperative. 
Member 
Greatest benefit 
Number Per cent 
Mean partlcl' 
pation score 
No benefit 9 3.7 28.4 
Dollar sovlngs 187 77.6 44.7 
competitive influence 19 7.9 45.3 
Doing business the coop­
erative way 26 10.8 52.6 
Total 241 100.0 
By far the largest group regarded dollar savings as their 
greatest benefit. 
A second group thought of the greatest benefit in terms 
of economic savings but defined the benefit in broader terms 
by talking about the competitive influence thet the coopera­
tive had brought into and was maintaining in the market. 
The third group stated their greatest benefit more in 
terms of doing businesa the cooperative way. To moat this 
meant owning and operating their own business, controlling 
their own activities, being able to look out for their own 
interests, and working together rather than competing with 
each other. This they compared with having to sell to another 
type of business in which they had very little to say in 
determining how and for whose benefit the business was to be 
run. 
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Only nine members said they were getting no benefit from 
their cooperative* This number is very small and oare should 
be taken in generalizing from these data because of the smell 
number. 
Those who felt they were getting no benefit from their 
cooperative had by far the lowest participation score. The 
group that listed doing business the cooperative way as the 
greatest benefit had the highest score. 
There is a highly signlflcont difference In participa­
tion scores (Table 60). T is 8.35 where significance at the 
1 per cent level is 3.87. The null hypothesis is rejected. 
Table 80. Analysis of variance cooperative purticiputlon 
scores by stated greatest benefit, Including none, 
from cooperative. 
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 3 3,973.49 1,324.50 
Vlthln groups 237 37.572.36 158.53 
Total 240 41,545.85 
Since the null hypothesis Is rejected, the original 
proposition that participation scores would differ signifi­
cantly when compared on the basis of the greatest benefit 
members stated they receive from their cooperative is support­
ed. However, care must be used in generalizing from these 
data because of the small number of members In the no benefit 
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oategory. 
A second analysis was made dropping out the no benefit 
category (Table 81). It is possible that the significant 
difference was due to this small number of oases with the 
very low participation scores. 
Table 81. Participation of members by stated greatest benefit 
from cooperative. 
L^einber 
Greatest benefit 
Number Per cent 
Mean partici­
pation score 
Dollar savings 187 80.6 44.7 
Competitive influence X9 8.2 45.3 
Doing business the 
cooperative way 26 11.2 52.6 
Total 232 100.0 
There is a significant difference in participation 
scores (Table 82). F is 4.46 v/here significance at the 5 per 
cent level is 3.04. The null hypothesis is rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
proposition that participation scores would differ signifi­
cantly when compared on the basis of the greatest benefit 
members stated they receive from their cooperative is sup­
ported . 
A single benefit against all other benefits. Members 
were not only asked what their greatest benefit was but what 
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Table 82. Analysis of varianoe oooperotlve partlolpation 
scores by stated greatest benefit from cooperatlTe. 
Source of Degrees of Sum~of Mean 
yarlat Ion freedom squares squares 
Between groups 2 1,402.20 701.65 
.Vithln groups 829 35,892.14 156»73 
Total 231 27,295.44 
other benefits they thought they received. Here again the 
three main benefits mentioned were money savings, competitive 
influence in the market and the cooperative way of doing 
business. Of course ell members did not mention all three of 
these and many mentioned only one of them. However, in talk­
ing to members while taking the schedules the author had the 
feeling that the persons who gave these different answers had 
different attitudes toward their cooperative, and had a 
different degree of understanding about their cooperative. 
If this were true, one might also expect differential partici­
pation. 
Do the people who think of benefits in terms of money 
saving participate to a different degree than other members? 
Do the people who think of benefits In terms of competitive 
market or of the cooperative way of doing business participate 
differently than other members? 
It was felt that those members who mentioned doing busi­
ness the cooperative way as one of their benefits seemed to 
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liava a higher degree of understanding about their oooperatiTee 
and to feel more favorable toward their cooperatives. Id did 
not seem unreasonable to expect this group of members also 
to participate in their cooperative to a greater degree. 
The proposition was formulated thet participation scores 
would differ significantly when members who mentioned doing 
business the cooperative way as one of their benefits were 
compared with those who did not mention it as a benefit. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference in 
participation scores when members who seid doing business the 
cooperative way was a benefit are compared with those who did 
not mention uoing business the cooperative way as a benefit. 
The former category will have the higher participation scores. 
Slightly over 46 per cent mentioned doing business the 
cooperative way was one of the benefits they received from 
belonging to the cooperative (Table 83), 
There was a highly aignificant difference in the scores 
(Table 84), F is 21,17 where significance at the 1 per cent 
level is 6,74. The null hypothesis is rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original prop­
osition that participation scores would differ significantly 
when members who said doing business the cooperative way was 
a benefit were compared with those who did not mention doing 
business the cooperative way as a benefit. The difference Is 
in the expected direction, those who mentioned doing business 
the cooperative way had the higher scores. 
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Table 83. Partlolpetlon of membera by those who mentioned 
doing business the cooperative way as a benefit 
against those who did not. 
Member 
Benefit 
Number Per cent 
iiiean partici­
pation score 
fidentioned doing business 
the cooperative way 124 46.3 48.9 
Did not mention doing 
business the cooperative 
way 144 53.7 41.8 
Total 266 100.0 
Table 84. Analysis of variance cooperative pertioipation 
scores by those who mentioned doing business the 
cooperative way and those who did not. 
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean 
variation freedoa aquarea aquarea 
Between groups 1 3,397.05 3,397.05 
Vithin groups 266 42.683.46 160.46 
Total 267 46,080.51 
The same general feeling existed when those who mentioned 
the competitive Influence on the market as one of the benefits 
were compared with those who did not mention this as a benefit. 
However, this feeling was not as definite as in the prior case 
of doing business the cooperative way. It should also be 
recognized that in many oases the cooperative had not or was 
not creating a competitive influence on the market. 
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The proposition is suggested that there is a significant 
difference in participation scores when those members who 
said oompetitiye markets were one of their benefits are com­
pared with those who did not say competitive markets were a 
benefit. Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference 
in participation scores when those members who said competi­
tive markets were one of their benefits are compared with those 
who did not mention competitive markets as a benefit. 
Over 35 par cent mentioned the competitive market created 
or maintained by the cooperative as one of the benefits from 
belonging to the cooperatives (Table 65). 
There is no significant difference in the scores (Table 
86). F is 3.12 where significance at the 5 par cent level is 
3*68* There is not sufficient evidence to reject the null 
hypothesis. 
Tsble 85. Participation of membera by those who mentioned the 
competitive influence on the market as a benefit 
and those who did not. 
Member 
Benefit Number Per cent Mean partici­pation score 
Competitive market 
mentioned as a benefit 106 39.6 46.8 
Competitive market not 
mentioned as a benefit 162 60.4 43.9 
Total 268 100.0 
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Tabl* 66. Analysis of Tarlanoe of oooperatlve partlolpatlon 
soore by those who mentioned the oompetltiye 
influence on the market as a benefit end those who 
did not. 
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean 
Tarlatlon freedom squares squares 
Between groups 1 534,67 534.67 
Within groups 45.545.84 171.£8 
Total 267 46,080.51 
Since the null hypothesis was not rejected, the original 
proposition that there would be a significant difference in 
participation scores when members who said the competitive 
market was a benefit is not supported. Almost identical 
results were found when those who felt money savings were a 
benefit were compared with those who did not state it as a 
benefit. There was no significant difference (Table 87). 
Reason for Joining related to greatest benefit. John 
arrived at a conclusion that may be very Important to formal 
organization theory. He found. 
The farmers who reported as their major advan­
tage of the cooperative the attainment of their 
particular objective for Joining were more favorable 
than others reporting the.same benefit but having 
Joined for other reasons.'^ 
^John, op. cit., p. 31. 
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Table 67. Analysis of varianoa oooperative partioipatlon 
scores by those who mentioned money savings as a 
benefit and those who did not. 
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean 
Tarlatlon freedom squares squares 
Between groups 1 524.96 5£4.96 
Within groups 266 45.5S5.S5 171.26 
Total 267 46,080.51 
John also found a relation between fayorableness to the ooop-
eratlYe and some elements of participation. 
If this Is true then one might also expect the person who 
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Joined the cooperative to save money end felt tbat dollar 
savings were his greatest benefit would participate to a 
greater extent than the person who Joined for some other 
reason and felt dollar savings were his greatest benefit. 
The same might be true of a person Tvho Joined to save money 
and felt that some other benefit was his greatest benefit. 
The proposition might bo stated thpt there will be a 
signifiofint difference in participfttlon scores when members 
who Joined for a specific reason and feel this reason is their 
greatest benefit are compared v^lth those who Joined for the 
same specific reason and feel some other benefit is their 
greatest. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference in 
participation scores when members are compared on the basis of 
(a) their Joining for a specific reason and that reason Is 
their greatest benefit and (b) Joining for that same specific 
reason and feeling some other benefit la their greatest benefit. 
Participation scores of members who joined the cooperatlva 
to save money and who stated that their greatest benefit was 
economic savings were compared with members who said they 
Joined to save raoney but who gave some other reason as their 
greatest benefit (Table 88). 
There is no algnificant difference between the scores 
(Table 89). The value of F was 3.72 where significance at the 
5 per cent level is 3.94. There la not sufficient evidence to 
reject the null hypothesis. 
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Table 88. Participation of those members who joined the ooop-
erative to save money by those who listed eoonomio 
savings as greatest benefit and those who did not 
list eoonomio savings as greatest benefit. 
keinbers who"~'Joined to save money 
Number Per cent Mean part id-
p&tion score 
Greatest benefit 
Listed economic savings 
Did not list economic 
savings 
Total 
86 
17 
103 
8a.5 
16.5 
100.0 
43.» 
50.2 
Table 89. Analysis of variance cooperative participation 
scores of those who joined cooperative to save 
money by those who listed econoraic savings as 
greatest benefit and those who did not list eoonomio 
savings as greatest benefit. 
Source of Degrees of i3um of Mean 
var la t ion freedom a que res squaree 
Between groups 1 675.41 675,41 
vithin groups 101 18«344.28 161.63 
Total 102 19,019.6« 
Though P approaches significance it should be noted that 
the relationship is the opposite from thut found by John. 
Those who Joined to save money and listed economic savings as 
their greatest benefit had the lowest scores. This may suggest 
that the type of benefit that the member feels he is now 
reoeiving is more important than the satisfaction of the 
original reason for joining. 
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Since the null hypothesis was not rejected, the original 
proposition thet there would be a significant difference in 
participation scores ivhen members who joined for o specific 
reason and felt this reason was blieir greatest benefit xiere 
compared with those who Joined for the aame specific reason 
nnd felt some other benefit v/ns their grectest is not aup-
ported. 
Criticisms or no criticisms of cooperatiye. Criticisms 
of the cooperative are not necessarily bad. It is probably 
only through critical evaluation of the functioning of the 
cooperative that it will stay abreaat of the times and contin­
ue to improve the function desired by the members. 
John found that the farmers who reported diaadv&ntagea of 
the organization were as likely to be favorable toward it aa 
1 
those reporting none. satisfaction and participation were 
significantly related. 
Probably more important than criticisms per ae are the 
type of criticisms, the framework within which the criticisma 
are made and what is actually done with the criticisms by 
both the member and the person or group to whom the criticisms 
are made. It should be remembered that a pitrt of the partici­
pation score was baaed on the assumption thnt an ideal par­
ticipating member would take his criticisms to the management 
for constructive action. 
^John, op. cit., p. 26. 
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Reoognlzlng the above llmltBtlons of the present data 
this section deals with the relation of pertlclpetlon to 
whether or not the member has criticisms. The next section 
will deol with pcrtlclpatlon und type of criticisms. 
As implied above, it is difficult to determine logically 
whether those who criticise or those who do not criticise 
would be moat active in cooperative participntion. If it is 
assumed that cooperative members feel a responsibility to 
their cooperetive it is conceivable that those who are most 
critical would partioipete to the fullest extent to attempt 
to remedy the faults of the cooperative. It is also possible 
that these members might be quite active in participating in 
policy determination but might not boost their cooperative, 
finance, bear risks, or even fully patronize their coopera­
tive until the factors contributing to their criticisms had 
been remedied. 
It seems to the author that there is another large 
group of members who are critical of the cooperative because 
they do not understand it, its problems and activities. It 
is doubted that this group participates in the cooperative 
to any marked degree. 
Past research in this field is not conclusive either. 
Rose found that In regard to specific critlolsms of the union 
staff there were some respects In which the frequent attenders 
at meetings were more critical than the Infrequent attenders. 
Those who attend regularly but not frequently (Rose calls 
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these the backbone of the union) are least critical of the 
1 
staff on almost all questions. 
In cooperative studies Gibson found conflicting evidence. 
In the Dairyman's League those who attended the greater niunber 
of meetings seemed to be somewhat less critical. However, In 
the Sheffield organization more frequent attendance tended to 
make members more critical. Stern found that of those mem­
bers who complained that the cooperative was too demanding on 
the farmer or thr-t the farmer did not have enough control not 
3 
one had attended a cooperative meeting during the year. John 
found that those members who were strongly favorable to their 
cooperative did participate more In some elements of coopera­
tive activity. He also found that the highest percentage of 
those who had no objections (very closely related to critlclaas) 
4 
came from the strongly In favor of the cooperative group. 
Experience with Iowa cooperatives leads the author to 
the following tentative conclusion. Criticisms of Iowa coop­
erative members can be polarized as follows: (1) A very 
small group of well informed cooperators who are critically 
evaluating their cooperatives and do not like what they find 
and are attempting to improve them. This group Is critical 
of their cooperatives but usually continue to participate 
^Rose, Union solidarity, p. 53. 
^Gibson, op. cit., p. 269-270. 
®3tern and Doran, op. cit., p. 18. 
^John, op. cit., p. 22. 
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aotlvely and attempt to improTe them. (2) A relatively amall 
and very vocal group of members who know very little nbout 
basic cooperative principles and the activities of their 
local organization but are meinly deatruotively critical of 
the cooperative on specific und mainly superficial bases. 
(3) The large majority of the membership are passive, not 
evaluating the cooperative and satisfied enough with its fxmo-
tlonlng not to be critical. They voice no criticisms. 
On this basis the proposition is stated that participa­
tion scores would differ significantly when compared on the 
basis of whether or not members have criticisms of their 
cooperative. Those members who stated criticisms participate 
the least. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference In 
member participation scores when compared on the basis of 
whether or not they have critlolsms of their cooperative. 
Approximately 30 per cent of the menibers said yes when 
asked, "Do you have any criticisms of your cooperative?" The 
mean participation score of the group that had criticisms was 
42.2 while the mean score of those who had no criticisms of 
their cooperative was 46.4 (Table 90). 
There is a significant difference (Table 91). F is 5.84 
where significance at the 5 per cent level is 3.88. The null 
hypothesis is rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original propo-
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Table 90. Participation of members by those who stated or 
did not state oriticisms of cooperative. 
Member 
Criticisms Mean particl-
Number Per cent pation score 
Had criticisms 83 31.0 42*20 
Had no criticisms 185 69.0 46.4 
Total 268 100.0 
Table 91. Analysis of VHriance cooperative participation 
scores by those who stated criticisms or did not 
state criticisms of cooperntire. 
So\u:ce of Liegreea of Sum of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 1 990.25 990.25 
/vithin groups 266 45«090.26 169.51 
Total 267 46,080.51 
sltlon that participation scores would differ significantly 
when compared on the basis of whether or not members had 
criticisms of their cooperative is supported. In addition, 
the expectation that those who have criticisms would p&rtici-
pate the least Is also supported. 
Type of criticisms. Here again the review of research 
gave little evidence upon which to base a hypothesis. Though 
not directly applicable to the present analysis Rose found 
that people who evaluated (or criticized) \uiion staff members 
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differently also attended meetings at different rates. A 
larger peroentage of those who attended 12 or more meetings 
said some of the union staff members were "radical," "too 
ambitious," or "don't carry through on the Job" than did those 
1 
who attended less than 12 meetings. 
In research closely related to this point Stern found that 
only one of the members who was critical of the prices offered 
by the cooperative had attended the annual meeting during the 
past year. None of those who complained about too many 
demands on the farmer and the lack of control by the farmers 
2 
had attended a cooperative meeting during the year. 
Ferhsps a more meaningful hypothesis could be formulated 
if the various criticisms are examined and classified. 
Only about 30 per cent, 83 members, stated that they had 
orlticisms of their cooperative. This group was asked to 
specify their criticisms. These criticisms were then classi­
fied into seven general areas* In almost all cases the 83 
members made critioisms in only one general area. 
The largest group made criticisms of mansgement. These 
orlticisms were of poor and Inefficient management, the manag­
er and the board of directors, as well as a very few saying 
the management showed favoritism to a few members. 
Closely related to this type of criticisms were those 
^Rose, Union solidarity, p. 54. 
2 Stern and Doran, op. cit., p. 18. 
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related to specifio policies of the cooperative* Main 
critlolsms were of mlllc tests, cleanliness regulations in 
dairy cooperatives, and the nay payments were made. 
Another group made oritioisms of tlio personnel of the 
cooperative. These criticisms were made in direct relation 
to personnel and were critical on points of courtesy, abrupt-
nes, undesirable charQCterlstics, carelessness of dress and 
in handling the products, and not trying to give good, quick 
efficient service. 
A smaller group were critical of the financial policy 
of the cooperative in terns of the revolving funds, credit 
and low operoting capital. 
The smallest group treated here were critical of the size 
of the cooperative. The two main critloisias that came out in 
relation to specific cooperatives were one being too small, 
and the other too large and thus constituting a monopoly. 
Poor prices and poor quality were also mentioned but in 
such small numbers that it was decided not to treat them 
statistically. 
On the basis of an examination of the above classes of 
criticisms, it is difficult to determine logically whether 
these classes of criticisms might be significantly associated 
with differential participation in cooperative activities. 
One possible basis of differentiation might be the general 
oritioisms over against the specific criticisms. The general 
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and the speciflo are probably related. In his pioneer study 
of attitudes related to oooperatives John found that 
specific attitudes were found to influence the shaping of 
general attitudes in varying degrees. John points out that 
one very strong objection is often dominant in determining the 
1 
general attitude. However, he also stated that various dis­
advantages (closely related to criticisms in this study) 
reported by members concerning the cooperative are not a 
reliable basis fi)r judging the general attitude toward the 
cooperative. John concludes that, "Some reported disadvantagM 
seem to have had a greater Influence than others in creating 
2 
an opposing attitude." John found there was a relation be­
tween participation and favorableness of attitude toward the 
3 
cooperative. 
As pointed out in the previous section it is very diffi­
cult to logically deduce the relationship of participation to 
orltlolsms unless one knows the intensity and framework of the 
criticisms. These data are not available in this study. As 
John has put it, 
A study of sleeted oases suggested that the intensity 
of a specific attitude is influenced by (1) what the 
operator considers to have value, (2) his conception 
of the function of cooperatives In providing these 
values, and (3) the extent to which he believes a 
^John, op. cit., p. 23. 
^Ibid., p. 22. 
®Ibid., p. 7, 10, 13. 
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particular funotion, vrhlch he^feels the cooperative 
should perform, is fulfilled. 
It is assumed thet intensity of attitude is rel&ted to 
participation or non-participation depending on fevorablenesa 
of attitude toward the cooperetive. 
Largely on the basis of the conclusions of John in rela­
tion to the importance of specific attitudes and thet some 
reported disadvantages had greater influence than others in 
determining attitudes the proposition is aU(Sgeated that 
participation scores of members will be significantly differ­
ent when compared on the basis of the type of criticisms 
members have of their cooperative. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference in 
member participation scores when they are compared on the 
basis of the type of criticisms, as catogorized below, that 
members have of their cooperative. 
Though there was no significant difference in participa­
tion scores those who criticized cooperative policy had the 
lowest scores and those who criticized the size uf the cooper­
ative had the highest scores (Table 92). 
There is no significant difference in the scores (Table 
93). 7 is less than one. There is not suffioiont evidence to 
refute the null hypothesis. 
Since the null hypothesis is not rejected, the original 
proposition that participation scores would be significantly 
^Ibld., p. 23. 
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Table 92. Partiolpetlon of members by type of oritioisms of 
oooperatiTe. 
Members 
Type of criticisms 
Niimber Per cent 
Mean partici­
pation score 
Management 23 30.7 42.1 
Cooperative policy 
(non-financial) 17 22.7 37.8 
Personnel 17 22.7 43.9 
Financial policy 10 13.3 45.9 
Size of cooperative 
-1 10.6 47.4 
Total 76 100.0 
Table 93. Analysis of variance oooperetlve participation 
scores by type of criticisms of cooperative. 
Soxirce of' ' Degrees of Sum of Mean 
variation freedom sqiiares squares 
Between groups 4 721.79 180.4S 
Within groups 70 13.130.21 187.57 
Total 74 13,852.00 
different when compared on the basis of the type of criticisms 
members have of their cooperative is not supported. 
Characteristics of cooperatives to \^ich members belong 
Specific cooperative named most important by member. The 
data were not collected to measure participation in a given 
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oooperative. Tbe sample was ohosen on a oommunlty basis 
thus there was no guarantee of a certain number of members 
who belonged to any given oooperatlves. As pointed out the 
members in the sample belonged to B3 different cooperatives 
located in 65 different centers. The members named 58 
different cooperatives as the cooperative most iraportant to 
them. However^ there were 11 cooperatives named as the most 
important oooperative by 10 or more members (Table 94). 
TSiough this number is small and generalizations from these 
data should be made with cere they are presented here to sug­
gest hypothesis and areas of future research. 
In contacts with cooperatives, seeing them operate, and 
talking with managers and directors about cooperative problems 
one definitely ^-ets the feeling that some cooperatives have 
many more problems than others in getting member participation. 
From these observations common sense knowledge would suggest 
the proposition that participation scores of members would 
be significantly different when compared on the basis of 
specific cooperatives* 
Hypothesis stated in the null form: There is no 
significant difference in cooperative participation scores 
when members are compared on the basis of the cooperative 
they named most important. 
There was a significant difference in participation 
scores (Table 95). F was 2.10 were significance at the 5 per 
cent level is 1.80. The null hypothesis is rejected. 
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Table 94. Partloipatlon of members by apeolflo cooperative 
named most Important to them. 
Members 
~ T ^ Mean partlci-
Number Per oect patlon score 
Name of cooperative 
1. Burt, Cooperative 
Elevator 14 
2« Clarlnda, Farmers Union 
Shipping Association 10 
3. Dayton, Farmers Slevator 12 
4. Dunkerton Coop Slevator 11 
5* Farley, Farmers Coop 
Creamery 20 
6. Garrison Coop Creamery 
Association 12 
7. Halontoim Creamery 
Association 15 
8. Rock Valley, Farmers 
Slevator 22 
9. Volga Farmers Creamery 
Association 21 
10* //aukee, Farmers Coopera­
tive ^levator Company 22 
11. Yale, Farmers Elevator 
Company 12 
Total 171 
8,2 
5.8 
7.0 
6.4 
U.7 
7.0 
8.6 
12.9 
12.3 
12.9 
7.0 
100.0 
50.1 
34.9 
41.1 
50*6 
41.2 
46.2 
48.8 
45.7 
50.8 
50.6 
44.3 
This suggests that there may be some difference in 
participation due to the cooperative itself or to character­
istics of the members that belozig to a particular cooperative# 
The small number in the cells and the relatively small F 
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Table 95. Analysis of varlanoa oooparatlva partiolpation 
soora by speclfio oooparatlva namad most Important 
to tham, 
Souroa of Degraas of sum b? Mean 
variation fraadoa squares squaras 
Batwaan groups 10 3,540.39 354.04 
Within groups 160 26.910.85 168.19 
Total 170 30,451.24 
should ba taken Into consideration whan generalizations era 
made from these data. The study of oharaoteristics of the 
cooperetlve and its members that may be assoclGtad with dif­
ferent degrees of partioipation may be a fruitful area of 
study. 
Sinoe the null hypothesis is rejected, the original prop­
osition that participation scores of members would differ 
algnificantly by cooperative is supported. 
Type of oooperative. Is there a significant difference 
in partioipation in cooperatives by type of cooperative? 
Cooperatives were classified into three main types: Market­
ing, mainly elevators and craamerles; purchasing, petroleum; 
and combination marketing purchasing, both marketing and 
purchasing were done in large volume in the same cooperative# 
An additional complication arose in the fact that many 
members belong to more than one cooperative and in many cases 
to more than one type of cooperative. Only 42 per cent of 
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the menbera belonged to Just one cooperative. Thirty-nine 
per cent belonged to two cooperatives, 13 per cent belonged 
to three cooperatives and 6 per cent belonged to four or 
more cooperatives. If the member belonfred to more then one 
cooperative ranch of the apecifio data about the cooperative 
and mamber participation in the cooperative was taken on a 
single cooperative the member Judged most important to him. 
Thus members will be compared on the basis of type of 
cooperative that the member thought most inqportont to him. 
As has been noted, there has been some research done 
on differential participation in various classes of formal 
voluntary association. However, there is little research 
available that compares various types of organizations within 
a given classification. 
Stern found there was a marked difference in participa­
tion in terms of attending meetings, holding office and vot­
ing on policy or delegate by type of cooperative. The highest 
participation was in the marketing cooperatives. There was 
relatively little difference in the other three types that 
1 
Stern used—purchasing, marketing and purchasing, and service. 
Korzan also found that there was a difference in attendance 
at annual meetings by type of cooperatives. Fifty per cent of 
the members attended the annual meeting of fruit and vegetable 
cooperatives, a type not prevalent in Iowa. Seventeen per 
^Stern, Farmers* support of cooperatives, p. 13. 
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cent attended the azmual meeting of purchasing coopexatlYea, 
19 per cent grain cooperatives and 29 per cent dairy ooopera-
1 
tlves* 
It might be reaaonad that members might do a larger 
proportion of their business with creameries rother than with 
elevators or general and petroleum cooperatives beceuae of 
fewer markets for cream and milk, and the perishable nature of 
the product that does not allow opportunity to receive compet­
itive bids or store the product. Both the elevator and cream­
ery probably represent a larger volume of farm firm business 
then do the purchese of farm supplies end petroleum and thus 
more time might be allocated to policy decisions and meeting 
attendance in those cooperatives. 
On the basis of past research and reasoning above, the 
proposition is suggested that there will be a Bignlflcont dif­
ference in participation score by type of cooperative. 
Hypothecifis in null form: There is no difference in coop­
erative participation score by type of cooperative the member 
meutioned as most Important to him. 
Members in the marketing cooperatives and in the ccaabined 
purchasing and loarkoting cooperatives had approximately the 
same mean participation scores (Table 95), Although members 
of the purchasing oooperative had a lower score there was no 
significant difference. 
^Koraan, op. oit., p. 6. 
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Table 96* Participation of members by type of cooperative. 
Uember 
Type Number Per cent Mean partici­pation score 
Marketing 
Slevators 134 
Creameries 97 
Ptur chasing 10 
Combination marketing 
and purchaslzig 27 
Total 266 
50.0 
36.2 
3.7 
10.1 
100.0 
45.7 
45.5 
38.5 
43.0 
There is no algnlflcant difference in participation 
scores (Table 97). 'Ihe value of F is 1.18 where F at the 5 
per cent level Is 2.64. There is not sufficient evidence to 
reject the null hypothesis. 
Since the null hypothesis is not rejected, the original 
proposition that participation scores would differ signifi­
cantly by type of cooperative is not supper ted. 
Table 97. Analysis of variance cooperative participation 
score by type of cooperative. 
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 3 608.34 202.76 
Within groups 264 45.472.17 172.24 
Total 267 46,080.51 
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31ze of oooperetlve. The concept of optimm size of fiaa 
is an important concept in economics. Certain economies may 
be gained by increasing the size of the firm up to a certain 
point, after which the diseconomies of size outweigh the 
economies. Economists quite often speak of many of these dis** 
aoonomles of size in terms of human factors such as management 
ability, coordination, integration, communiontlon, and dupli­
cation of personnel services. There has been some speculation 
about this same concept, optimum size, in terms of human ef­
ficiency and size of group. 
Bushee does not state the actual range of sizes of 
organizations he studied but it can be estimated that they 
range from 10 to 20 up to seven or eight hundred. He con­
cluded that, ". . .large organizations, when compared with 
1 
small, attract relatively few of their members to meetings." 
Anderson and Ryan found that the organizations with the 
largest membership within each tenure class are the ones that 
are attended at least occasionally. The smaller organizations 
are more often not attended even occasionally. However, they 
also found that frequent or faithful attendance, at least half 
2 
of meetings, was not closely associated with size. Though 
Brunner shows no direct evidence to support his conclusion, 
he states that, 
. . .there is en appropriate size and kind of 
organization for certain types of interests. In 
^Bushee, op. cit., p. 222. 
^Anderson and Ryan, op. cit., p. 286. 
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the business of oooperbtive field the principle Is 
known as 'sufficient volume of business.* There Is 
also an appropriate * volume of people,* neither too 
large nor too small, needed to carry on a mothers* 
club, a choral society or a subordinate grange. 
Dotson concluded that formally organized clubs end 
societies which arouse the most interest and participation, as 
compared with what he cells nominal membership without 
participation, approximate the informal associations in 
structure and function. He gives athletic clubs and church 
affiliated clubs as the examples of those resembling the more 
primary groups and labor unions, military, fraternal and 
2 
ethnic as examples of the non-primary groups. 
Cooperatives in this study ranged in stee from 46 to 
3,468 members. The mean number of members per cooperative 
was 617. 
Vithln the range of cooperative size found in this study 
it seems plausible to suggest that there may be a point of 
optimum size of cooperative in terms of member participation. 
It might be reasoned that when cooperatives get larger 
than, say 1,000, it Is very difficult to find a large enough 
place to assemble all the members at one time. Once assembled 
it is very difficult to get two-way communication with a 
group this size. The individual member might feel very 
^Brunner, op. clt., p. 340. 
2 
Dotson, op. clt., p. 689. 
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Inalgnlfloant In an organization of this size and thus It 
might be hard to get him to attend the meeting end partici­
pate. Some cooperatives attempt to get around this type of 
meeting structure by having smaller district meetings or 
some sort of federated organization. However, In either case 
deolalons are at least onoe removed from the Individual and 
thus must be communicated back to the member with possible 
loss of identity with the decision and action. 
A farmer cooperative of over 1,000 must be spread over a 
wide territory. It would be more difficult for all members 
to Icnow each other very Intimately. The member becomes more 
anonymous. Social pressure to participate might be very 
difficult to develop \mder these conditions, it would be 
difficult to develop any very intimate relations between the 
management, the manager and personnel and the entire member­
ship. Individuals could not be dealt with on an individual 
problem basis. 
It is probable that many of the considerations listed 
above might deter participation. The proposition is suggested 
that there will be a significant relationship between porticl-
patlon scores and size of cooperative. Hypothesis In the null 
form: There is no relationship between participation scores 
and size of cooperatives as represented by the range of sizes 
In this study. 
The two variables, size of cooperative and participation 
socres, were plotted against each other on a scatter diagram. 
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An inspection of these data yields little evidence to reject 
the null hypothesis. There is no apparent relationship be­
tween these r&CbOrs that would allow one to predict partici­
pation scores from size of cooperative. The inspection gives 
little indication that there is greater or less partlolpation 
In any range of nize of cooperatives. The actual correlation 
between size and scores was -.108 where significance at the 5 
per cent level is .159. 
Since the null hypothesis is not rejected, the original 
proposition that there would be a significant relation be­
tween participation scores and size of cooperative Is not 
supported. 
Several possible explanations for this finding are sug­
gested: (1} There may be no optimum size cooperative from 
the participation point of view, (2) There may be an optlmiua 
size cooperative, but it is not within the size range of this 
study, (3} There may be an optimum size within the present 
size range but cooperatives of that size may not be exploiting 
that potential to the fullest extent, while other sizes of 
less potential are overcoming their handicaps to a greater 
degree. More detailed research is needed In this area. 
Educational programs. Evidence presented above supports 
the proposition that there are different levels of participa­
tion In different cooperatives. Apparently this difference 
la not due to size of cooperative. Nor is this difference 
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apparently due to type of oooperative for there was found to 
be no significant difference in participation when members 
were compared on the basis of type of cooperative to which 
they belong. It might also be pointed out that there is no 
significant difference in satisfaction scores when members 
1 
of these same specific cooperatives are compared. Thus ap­
parently satisfaction has not lead to this differential 
participation in specific cooperatives. 
It is generally assumed that the members who have infor­
mation and understanding about the cooperative will probably 
participate to a higher degree than those who do not. V/hen 
these same cooperatives are compared on the basis of under­
standing of basic principles about the cooperatives and under­
standing of facts about the cooperative there is a hi^ly 
significant difference in understanding of facts and under-
2 
standing of principles scores. A possible explanation may 
be that some of the differences in p&:rticipation may be asso­
ciated with different educational programs of the different 
cooperatives. 
^Satisfaction scores did not differ significantly when 
compared on the basis of the same specific cooperatives that 
were used in the participation score test. F is less than one. 
^Then members in these cooperatives were compared on the 
basis of understanding basic cooperative principles there was 
a highly significant difference. F was 4.01 where signifi­
cance at the 1 per cent level is 2*^2, /hen they were compar­
ed on the basis of understanding of facts about their coopera­
tives there was also a highly significant difference. F was 
6.57 where significance at the 1 per cent level is 2.45. 
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The oooperetlves of the state are attempting, in man/ 
different ways, to carry on educational programa that they 
hope will bring about understanding and participation in their 
associations. One question might be raised, is the number or 
type of educational programs carried on significantly related 
to participation? 
Members in the sample for ^Ich participation scores were 
computed named 56 different cooperatives as their most impor­
tant cooperative. Each of these cooperatives was surveyed 
about its educational program during the year of the study 
(Table 98), Though the type of information and education 
program is varied the following types probably include almost 
all of the luformaiion and education attempts that were being 
made by cooperatives at the time of the study. 
(1) The annual meeting. All cooperatives have some sort 
of an annual meeting and these are looked on as part of their 
educational program. 
(2) Special meetings. These are information, education 
and policy detdrralnation meetings called for the entire membeov 
shlp and all are invited and encouraged to participate. Only 
ten per cent of the cooperatives used this method of education. 
(3) Planned tours and open houses. Almost a fourth of 
the coopuratives had plaxmed tours or open houses, or both, fia* 
their members. This Is the type of educational program that 
should inform members especially about the physical facilities 
Table 98* Educational prograiBS of oooperatlyea named most important eooperatlTOS 
by meiabers. 
No. of CO- ~ 
operatives Tour Nelgb* Local 
having Annual Special or borhood or 
given com- meeting meetings open discus- whole-
bination of houses sion sale 
educational paper 
programs 
Attend school Youth 
Direc- Manag- Fiold pro-
tors ers man gram 
11 
3 
3 
3 
2 
8 
2 
2 
2 
2 
X 
X 
X 
z 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
x 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
x 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X ai 
I 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
Table 98. (Continued) 
No. of CO-
operatives NoiKh-
having ^^al special or borhfod ^ Field 
given com- meeting meetinga open diacuB- Dlrec- Manag- pro-
blnation of sale tors era gram 
educational oiua paper 
programs 
58 
z X X X X 
X X X X 
X X X X X X X 
X X X X X 
X X X X X X X 
X X X X 
X X X X X X X 
X X X X X 
X X X X X X X 
X X X X X X 
X X X X 
X X X X 
X X X X X X 
X X X X 
X X X X X X 
X X X 
58 6 16 3 29 23 35 15 24 
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of their cooperative. However, In many oases educational 
Information about the "business operation and basic cooperative 
principles are also presented. 
(4) Neighborhood discussions. The neighborhood discus­
sion idea has recently been promoted strongly by one of the 
major regional cooperatives. The idee in this specific ap­
proach is to get 8 group of neighbors together, listen to a 
radio broadcast about cooperatives and then discuss coopera­
tives. Other cooperatives have set up their own neighborhood 
discussion groups where members have Invited in other neigh­
bors, both members and nonmembers, for informal discussions, 
questions and answers about their cooperative. Summaries of 
the discussions are presented to the board and manager end, 
in some oases, special meetings have been called to discuss 
these summaries. Only three cooperatives had used this ap­
proach to education at the time of the study. 
(5) Local or wholesale papers or "house organs." An 
increasingly common method of member contact is through the 
printed page. Fifty per cent of the cooperotives were using 
this approach. It should be pointed out that much of this 
material is of strictly business promotional nat\ire rather 
than basic inforniation and education about cooperatives as 
such. However, in the general framework of the participation 
score used in this dissertation this may of course Increase 
participation. 
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(6) Sohools for directors. Directors attend schools or 
training meetings that deal primerily with cooperative educa­
tion, not with oommodity or merchandising problems. Many co-
oparatlTe leaders feel that since directors are delegated 
much power and authority at least they should certainly be 
well Informed about cooperatives. if they accept the 
responsibility of carrying on educational programs with their 
members the^^ must first be informed, believe in the importance 
of education and be trained to participate in the educational 
program. Approximately 40 per cent of the cooparatives had 
sent at least one of their directors to some such school in 
the year of the study, 
(7) Schools for managers. Managers attend schools or 
training meetings that deal primarily with cooperative educa­
tion, not oommodity or merchandising problems. Approximately 
55 per cent said they had used this method of education. 
(8) Field man. Some cooperatlvas have hired a field man 
to contact the membership directly. The field man's functions 
differ in different cooperatives. Hovvever, in general he at­
tempts to develop better member relations, find out criticisms 
and problems tiiat members raise ebout their cooperative, get 
out information and educational material, and increase busi­
ness. About one-fourth of the cooperatives said they were 
using this technique. 
(9) Youth programs. This type of educational program is 
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orlentfld at tha youth of the community so night or might not 
be expeoted to be related to partioipation, depending on the 
length of time the prograsi has been sponsoreu. However, 
despite the major oraphasls on youth there should certainly be 
some carry over to the parents of youth, other members, and 
the general public if the program is conducted properly. 
Those members nho wore active in setting up. Judging or 
sponsoring the program should also get increased understanding 
from this partioipation. In general, the following activities 
would be considered youth education by most cooperatives. The 
two most common are offering of prizes or buying prize live-
stoclc or other projects at 4-H or FFA fairs. There are some 
who would question the educational value of this type of 
program though it may have an important public relations 
value. Approximately 35 per cont have some such activity. 
Coop camps for youth are coming to play an increasing role in 
youth programs. In inoat cases these do have educational 
programs connected with them. Less than 10 per cent of the 
cooperatives used this type of education program. The use of 
Junior Boards and speech contests have also been uced in youth 
education programs but no cooperative in the sample was using 
this type of eaucational approach. «-hen the 4-H and FFA and 
the camp activities were combined, slightly over 4C per cent 
of the cooperatives had programs in one or more of these youth 
ectivitiea. 
£90 
The cooperative was merely asked if It used any of the 
above educational approaches. No data were obtained on the 
philosophy, content, intensity, methods, or estinate of suc­
cess of any of these educational approaches. It should be 
pointed out that the partlcipetion scores used In this study 
are based on individual member interviews and participation* 
No questions were asked directly of the member to determine 
whether or not he participated in any of these educational 
programs. Thus the cooperative may have what looks like a 
very complete educational program on paper and yet within the 
limits of the present data there is no way to determine how 
successful the educational effort was In getting ideas across 
to those contacted or whether or not the Individuals in the 
sample participated In the educational program. 
Recognizing these inadequacies, the following analysis 
is made. 
Is it logical to expect the number of education programs 
carried on by the cooperative to be significantly related to 
member participation In the cooperative? At first thought 
this might appear to be logical. An educational program that 
is using several approaches and appeals to Its membership 
might be expected to make a greater Impact on its membership, 
and thus probably lead to greater participation. The number 
of different types of programs a local cooperative is attempt­
ing might be expected to be an indication of the attitude that 
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tha oooperatlTe has toward oduoatlon, member relations end 
keeping Its members Informed so th»t rotional decisions can 
be made and thus one might expect Its membership to be more 
anare of Its responsibility and participate to a greater 
degree. However, this is based on the asnximptlon that the 
content and the methods are adequate. 
On the other hand, It might be reasoned that If a 
cooperatlye does a good Job on one educational approach It 
might be much more effective than spreading Itself too thin 
and not doing a good job on any. The latter, of course, does 
not necessarily follow. It might also be assumed that those 
organizations that feel they have a participation problem are 
the ones who are most actively working on it and thus at this 
stage would not be expected to have a higher degree of 
participation. 
The proposition suggested here, however, is that there 
will be a significant positive relationship between the number 
of educational programs and participation. 
Hypothesis in the null form; There is no positive rela­
tionship between the number of educational programs a given 
oooperatlve sponsors and participation scores of its members. 
?/hlle the correlation is ,155 between participation 
scores and number of educational approaches and significance 
at the 5 per cent level is .121 the correlation is negative. 
There is not sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis. 
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Slnoe the null hypothesis la not rejected, the original 
proposition that there would be a positive signiflo&nt rela­
tionship between participation scores and the number of 
educational approaches used by the cooperative in which the 
member participates is not supported. 
As stated above, generalizations made from these data 
should be made with extreme care. Again it should be empha­
sized that in gathering these data no attempt was made to get 
at the content, method, or estimated success of these various 
approaches listed. The cooperative wes only asked to indicate 
if they were using the approach. As stated above, the use of 
the amount of effort being put into these several educational 
approaches might be an indication of the recognition by the 
cooperative of its participation problem and an honest attempt 
to meet those problems. Over time these same cooperatives 
might have a higher participation than those whc are using 
only one or two approaches now. 
However, there are several other hypotheses that need 
additional research and testing. Some cooperative leaders 
have been critical of the content of what is now being called 
cooperative education. It is criticized for dealing with 
commodity problems, sales promotion, emotional publioations 
and facts cbout cooperative rather than an attempt to get 
across basic understanding of cooperatives, cooperative 
functioning and the economic aspects of cooperatives. HSie 
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aaaumptlon la that the latter type of educational program 
would bring about a higher degree of rational participation. 
Others criticize methods of education. Too much reliance on 
the printed page, institutional advertising, apeeches, dry 
and unintelligible annual reports have been suggested as 
shortcomings of the educational programs. The entire area 
of the relation of education and rational participation needs 
additional research. 
Time and money did not allow for the analysis of each of 
the Tarioua combinations of educational approaches in relation 
to participation since there were 41 different combinations of 
approaches. However, some analyses were made to determine if 
the use of a specific approach alone or combination with vari­
ous other approaches were associated with differential partic­
ipation in cooperatives. 
For instance, the question might be asked, will members 
in those cooperatives that use a given approach alone or in 
combination with other approaches as a part of their educa­
tional program have aignifIcantly different pertlcipetlon 
scores than members of cooperatives who do not use this specif 
io approach? 
For example, the proposition might be suggested that 
members of cooperatives that used the special meeting approach 
as a part of its educational program will have significantly 
different participation scores than those members of coopera­
tives who did not. 
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It is doubted that any single approaoh as used by the 
ocoperatiTes in the sample will be strong enough to be 
significant against all other combinations of approaches. 
The hypothesis stated in the null form: There Is no 
difference In participation scores when members are compared 
on the basis of whether or not their cooperatives utilize a 
specific educational approach* The specific approaches 
tested here will be special meeting, schools for directors 
and managers, field men, local paper, wholesale paper, local 
and wholesale paper combined, and youth program. 
There was no significant difference in scores (Table 
99)* In no case was F greater than the value needed to be 
significant at the 5 per cent level* There is not sufficient 
evidence to refute the null hypothesis. 
Since the null hypothesis is not rejected, the original 
contention that member participation scores would not differ 
significantly when they were compared on the basis of 
whether or not their cooperative used a given educational 
approaoh, alone or in combination with some other approach, 
is supported. 
In addition, oertein analyses were made on the basis of 
the use of one, two or three specific techniques in a given 
program. For instance, 205 of the <268 members who belonged 
to cooperatives that used at least one of school for directors, 
school for managers and youth programs as a part of their 
educational approaoh. The proposition might be stated that 
Table 99. Summary table, member participation and F values for selector educational 
programs. 
Approach used 
Number 
MeBdaer "" 
Mean partici­
pation score 
Value of F Significant 
value of 7 
1. 
a 
Special meeting 
All others 
37 
231 
48.5 
44.5 2.92 .05 is 3.88 
2. Directors and/or man­
agers attend school 
All others 
155 
113 
45.5 
44.6 Less than 1 
3. Field man 
All others 
106 
162 
46.5 
44.2 2.05 .05 is 3.88 
4. Local paper only 
All others 
46 
222 
45.4 
45.0 Less than 1 
5. •Tiolesale paper only 
All others 
67 
201 
45.5 
44.9 Less than 1 
6. Both local and whole­
sale paper 
All others 
32 
236 
48.1 
44.7 2.01 .05 la 3.94 
7. Youth program 
All others 
99 
169 
44.7 
45.3 Less than 1 
^Participation scores of members in cooperatives who used special meetings 
alone or in combination with some other approach were compared with meod>ers of 
cooperatives who did not use special meetings in any form. The same general 
approach to analysis was made on all categories in the table. 
296 -
these three approaches are so Important that the members In the 
oooperatlves that use at least one of these three would have 
significantly higher participation scores than those who used 
one of the three. However, this is doubted. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference in 
participation scores when members are compared on the basis 
of whether or not their cooperative utilized at least one of 
the three approaches of school for directors, school for 
managers and youth programs. 
Though there was no significant difference between the 
scores it can be seen that those who used none of the three 
programs had the higher scores (Table 100). 
There was no significont difference in the scores (Table 
101). F was 1.69 where F at the 5 per cent level is 3.66. 
There is not sufficient evidence to refute the null hypothesis. 
Since the null hypothesis is not rejected, the original 
contention that there would not be significant differences in 
meniber scores when they are compared on the basis of whether 
or not their cooperative utilizes at least one of those 
approaches is supported. 
A second step might be the consideration of the different 
possible combinations of approaches in reletlon to these 
three techniques. 
It is doubted that those three approaches in education, 
as used by the cooperatives in the sample, are important 
enough so that participation scores by members will differ 
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Tabl« 100. participation of members by selected educational 
programs including at least one of school for 
managers, school for directors or youth programs. 
Educational program 
Number Per cent 
Members 
Mean partlcl* 
pation score 
Used at least one of the 
three approaches, school 
for manager, school for 
directors and youth programs 205 76.5 44.5 
Used none of the three 
approaches 63 23.5 47.0 
Total 266 100.0 
Table 101. Analysis of variance cooperative participation 
scores by selected educational program—use of at 
least one of school for managers, school for 
directors or youth program. 
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean 
yarlation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 1 290.40 290.40 
Within groups 266 45,790.11 172.14 
Total 267 46,080.51 
significantly when they are compared on the basis of what 
single approach or combinations of these three approaches are 
being used by the cooperative. 
The hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference 
in participation scores when members are compared on the basis 
of whether or not the cooperative to which they belong used 
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on« or a given combination of the three approaches—school for 
directors, school for managers and youth program. 
Again caution needs to be taken in making generalization 
from these data {Table 102). Although there are ten respond­
ents in one cell, it is quite possible that all of these are 
from one cooperative, thus this may measure difference due to 
cooperative not to educational technique* 
There is no significant difference between the scores 
(Table 103). F is 1.74 where significance at the 5 per cent 
level is 2.26. There is not sufficient evidence to refute the 
null hypothesis. 
Since the null hypothesis is not rejected, the original 
proposition that there would not be a significant difference 
when member participation scores are compared on the basis of 
what single approach or combinations of these three approaches 
are being used by their cooperative is supported. 
Similar analyses were made by grouping nel^borhood dis­
cussions, open house and special meetings; and local paper, 
wholesale paper and field man. Within etich of these two 
groupings each of these was treated individually end in the 
various combinations that occurred, as indicated in the example 
above. In no case was there any significant difference. 
^It is important to note that while there were no signif­
icant differences in porticipation scores when any of the three 
groups of these approaches were analyzed there was a highly 
significant difference in Knowledge of Facts About Cooperative 
scores in all cases when these same analyses were made. The 
hypothesis might be suggested that these educational programs 
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Table 102* Participation of menibera by three type a and oombi< 
nation of these typea of eduoatlonal programs. 
Membera 
Approaches used 
Number Per cent 
Mean partici­
pation score 
Directors attend school 
only 18 8.8 48.3 
Managers attend school only 28 13.7 41.5 
Youth program only 41 20,0 42,9 
All three above 62 30.2 46.8 
Directors and managera 
attend school 46 22.4 
Managers attend school and 
youth program 10 4.9 
Total 205 100.0 
44.9 
36.6 
Table 103. Analysis of Tarlance cooperative participation 
score by three types and combination of these 
types of educational programs. 
Source of 
variation 
Degrees of 
freedom 
sum of 
squares 
Mean 
squares 
Between groups 5 1,070.21 314.04 
vithln groupa 199 35.909.04 180.45 
Total 204 37,479.25 
were bringing about some knowledge of facta about cooperatlvea 
but were not bringing about participation. The correlation 
between knowledge of facta and participation la only .289, 
while that between understanding of basic principles and par­
ticipation is .492, It is possible that if educational pro­
grams were more orleated at developing basic understanding of 
cooperative theory, rather than knowledge of facts about co­
operatives, greater participation might be aocomplished. 
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Separate educational fund. Another contention that is 
often made about educational programs Is that it Is a good 
policy to set up a separate educational fund. It is quite 
often stated that in this manner the cooperative has recogniz­
ed the Importance of education and thus should realize the 
responsibility of conducting a good educational program. It 
is often suggested thnt the cooperative set aside the iimount 
allowed (there Is an implied obligation to set it aside in 
the Iowa lav) so there will be a reasonable budget on nhich 
to operate the educational progretn. It is thought that if 
the separate fund io set aside as a specific educational fund 
cooperatives would likely be more conscientious in using the 
fund for legitimate educational work. 
However, through field experience it is doubted if the 
mere setting up of the separate fund will accomplish any 
real objective in terms of an educational program and partici­
pation. 30iae cooperstives sot them up to salve their con­
science. others do not set them up but have a philosophy of 
education axid a program to go with it and draw out of the 
general expense funds as funds are needed for education. In 
fact in some cases it seems to the author that the separate 
educational fund creates problems in the minds of management— 
they actually have difficulty in determining ways to spend it 
and in some cases have big dinners with floor shows and very 
little cooperative education. 
Another consideration la that money spent for eduoation 
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la deductible as an expense in calculating income tax, whereas 
money set aside for educational reserre is subject to corporate 
income tax. Others use their educational funds for surplus 
reserves. 
The null hypothesis is suggested: I'here is no difference 
In member participation scores whan they ere compared on the 
basis of whether or not their cooperatlTes have a separate 
educational fund. 
There is no significant difference in scores (Table 105). 
F is less than 1. There is not sufficient evidence to refute 
the null hypothesis. 
3ince the null hypothesis is not rejected, the orlgl\ial 
proposition that there would be no significant difference in 
participation scores when members are compared on the basis 
of whether or not their cooperatives have a special education­
al fund is supported. 
Thus, on the basis of the data available and the limited 
analysis that has been completed, any difference in amomit of 
participation in cooperatives cannot be accounted for on the 
basis of the number of educational programs, specific educa­
tional approaches, the combination of approaches tested or on 
the basis of separcte educational fund^. Additional research 
must be done especially on content and methods before &ny 
more positive answers can be given on the relation of such 
educational programs to participation. 
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Table 104* Participation of members by whether or not 
ooop^ratlre had separate educational fund. 
Members 
Muoatlonal »p6n.e. Number Per cent pBiticl-inujuugx -iroA voMv patlon score 
Have separate educational 
fund 12S 46.6 45.3 
Have no separate educational 
fund 53.4 44.9 
Total 268 100.0 
Table 105. Analysis of variance cooperative participation 
scores by whether or not cooperative had separate 
educational fund. 
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean 
variation freedom squares squares 
Between groups 1 16.00 16.00 
Within groups 266 46.064.51 173.17 
Total 267 46,080.51 
Community and community size 
Community in which member resided. Most of the evidence 
presented thus far seems to support the proposition that there 
is no difference in general participation by community in the 
communities represented in this sample. Is there a difference 
In cooperative participation by community? Although there is 
no difference in general participfltion there may be something 
unique about the need and role of cooperatives that would make 
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for differential pertiolpatlon in oooperotires by oomnunity. 
Past research has de&lt with random samples chosen from 
oooperatlve membership lists or ordered names, area samples, 
or ordered geographic samples. In no case in the review of 
literature had cooperative participation been compared on the 
basis of different conimunitiea. 
Field observation leads one to believe theit cooperatives 
do play different roles in different communitleB and there is 
differential acceptance and participation in cooperatives in 
different communities. In some communities there may be a 
single cooperative, in many cases there are several coopera­
tives end in some cases no cooperatives. 
On the basis of this knowledge and logic, the proposition 
is suggested that participation of members in cooperatives 
will differ significantly by community. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference In 
participation scores when meirbera ere compered on the basis 
of the community in which they reside. 
Participation scores did differ by community (Table 106). 
Scores ranged from 36.3 to 51.2. 
There is highly significant difference in scores (Table 
107). F is 2.49 where significance at the 1 per cent level 
is 2.22. The null hypothesis is rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
proposition that participation scores would differ signifi­
cantly by community is supported. 
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Table 106. Participation of mentbers by oommimity in which 
they live. 
Member ~ 
zrmzi Been partioi-
Number Per cent pptlon acore 
Burt 23 9.6 49.4 
ereSCO 19 7.9 38,3 
Dayton 15 6.2 41.0 
Dunkerton IS 6.2 50.1 
Farley 23 9.6 41.0 
Garrison 14 5.8 45.7 
Eanlontown 22 9.2 46.9 
Mt. Pleasant 10 4.2 44.7 
Rook Valley 25 10.4 44.0 
Runnels 7 2.9 43.3 
8hainbau£^ 10 4.2 34.9 
Volga 23 9.6 51.2 
Waukee 22 9.2 50.6 
Yale 12 5.0 44.3 
Total 240 100.0 
Table 107. Analysis of variance cooperative participation 
scores by community in which member lived. 
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean 
variation freedom squares square a 
Between groups 13 9,985.31 768*10 
Within groups 826 29,827.62 131.98 
Total 239 39,812.93 
The small number in some of the cells should be empha­
sized when generalizations are considered. It may be pointed 
out that the high and low community are in the same section of 
the state and the main cooperative in each of these two 
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ooBunonlties Is the sane functional type, oreeonery. In only 
two of the oomnunlties are all the participation scores In 
one cooperative. However, the mean participation scores 
presented in the table are largely due to partlcipntlon in 
different single cooperatives located in each of the differ­
ent communities. Differential participation scores on the 
basis of specific cooperatives has already been presented. 
Size of community in which the member resides. There 
was no apparent relationship between size of community and 
general particip&tlon. Does the same tentative generaliza­
tion hold true for cooperative participation? 
The review of literature gave no indication of specific 
research in relation to this point. 
Field observation leads one to believe that there may be 
differential participation in cooperatives by size of oommu-
nity. 
In the medium size comimmlty (say those with village 
center from 400 to 800) the cooperative seems to play a more 
important role. Quite often it is the only major source or 
outlet for a given service. It may have been organized to 
provide Just such a service. This size of community usually 
allows for at least a minimum volume of business so that it 
is possible to operate on a relatively efficient basis. iThen 
centers are 1,000 or more in size the cooperative is one of 
several similar businesses. It and other businesses tend to 
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operate on a more aeoondary basis, thus oommunloatlon be­
tween menibers and between the member and his employees and 
plant operation may also beoome more secondary and less 
ooBunxinloation and vinderstanding take place. 
On the basis of these rather superficial obserrations 
the proposition is suggested that there will be a significant 
difference in participation scores by size of connnunity in 
which the cooperative is located. 
Hypothesis in the null form: There is no difference in 
member participation scores when they are compared on the 
basis of size of community in which the member liyed, as 
categorized below. 
Those living in the smaller communities had a signifi­
cantly higher participation score(Table 106). 
Table 108. Participation of members by size of community 
center. 
Size of community Member ^ 
Number Per cent Mean participation scojPi 
250 - 999 205 76.5 46.2 
1.000 - 5p00 63 23.5 41.6 
Total 268 100.0 
There was a significant difference in scores (Table 109). 
F was 6.02 where significance at the 5 per cent level is 3.66. 
The null hypothesis is rejected. 
Since the null hypothesis is rejected, the original 
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Table 109. Analysis of variance oooperatlve partlolpation 
score by size of ooxnmunlty center. 
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean 
variation freedom squares aquarea 
Between groups 1 1,019.95 1,019.95 
Within groups 26ft 45.060.56 169.40 
Total 267 46,080.51 
proposition that participation scores will ba significantly 
different vhen compared on the basis of size of oomoiunlty, 
as categorized, Is supported. 
The Agreement of Other Research Findings with the 
Findings of the Present Study 
The first minor objective of this dissertation is con­
tained In the proposition that research findings and general­
izations from other geographic and subcultural areas. In a 
range of rural and urban situations, and from formal voluntary 
associations in general, and subclasses of formal associations, 
will apply to a specific type of formal voluntary association 
In a given geographic area, farmer cooperatives in Iowa. As 
the literature was reviewed the great variety of participa­
tion studies became evident. The research cited in relation 
to specific hypotheses and a quick reading of the description 
of the studies in the appendix should impress the reader of 
this fact. The research has differed as to objective, scope. 
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local*, population, methods of oolleotlng and analyzing data 
and reporting. A consistent attempt has been made to keep 
the cited findings as comparable as possible and In some 
Instances to point out limitations of the data of the accom­
panying analysis. 
It should be remembered that most of the hypotheses were 
tested on the basis that participation scores would differ 
significantly when compared on the basis of cert&ln selected 
char act eristics. ?or Instance, the proposition was suggested 
that member participation scores would differ significantly 
when compered on the basis of formal educotional level. Past 
research had tested this same hypothesis but had classified 
the data In many different ways. Some had treated education 
as a grade continuum, others on the basis of the categories 
of grade school, high school and beyond high school. The 
proposition can be tested as stated above but the exact 
description of the category that is most active or least 
active may not be comparable because of the classification of 
the data. Thus, comparisons in this section will be made on 
the basis of whathar or not participation differed signifi­
cantly when analyzed on the basis of a given characteitetic. 
The comparison merely allows one to say that a characterlatlc 
has been found to be significant or not significant when 
related to member participation. It does not allow one to 
say that the significant difference in various studies cited 
are due to the same category or classified answers. 
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In most oases there is not exact comparability or agree­
ment on the definition of the ohareoteristio or the classifi­
cation and analysis of the data. However, the author has 
made the decision in many cases that the oharaoteriatios, the 
classification and analysis, and the findings ere comparable 
enough to bo called in "general agreement." 
In keeping with the objective stated above, an attempt 
will be made to determine whether or not past research find­
ings cited in relation to specific hypothese in this disser­
tation agree .vith the findings of this study. It la suggested 
that in general tbo findings from this study will agree with 
those of other cited participation studies. 
For the sake of brevity the research cited has been 
classified into tiwo broad categories. The cooperative re­
search is that research whose major purpose was to study some 
aspect of farmer cooperatives Including participation. All 
other research cited is termed noncooperative research and 
Includes general participation studies as well as participa­
tion studies of specific organized groups such as labor 
unions and churches (Table 110) . 
Fifty-eight sub-hypotheses were tested in this disserta­
tion. One or more research findings were cited in all except 
18 cases. In 20 cases both cooperative and noncooperative 
research were cited in relation to each hypothesis. As many 
as 11 studies were cited in relation to some hypotheses. In 
12 oases only findings from noncooperative research were cited. 
Table 110« NiUQber and kind of previous researches on 40 factors related to 
participation and their general agreement with the present study. 
voluntary association research 
Noncooperative CooperatiTe^ Noncoop« 
General General and coop. 
Niunber agree- Number agree- in general 
ment ment agreement 
Present findings agro* 
with previous findings 
Noncoop. „ 
and Noncoop. Coop. 
COOP. 
Factors 
Members and nonmembers 
Age 6 Yes 5 Yes Yes Yes - -
Years farmed 1 - 1 - Yes Yes - -
General social par­
ticipation 1 - 4 Yes Yes Yes - -
Socio-economic status 5 Yes 1 - Yes Yes - -
Educational level 6 Yes 4 Yes Yes No - -
Type of farming 1 - 1 - Yes No - -
Size of farm 2 No 4 Yes - — - NO 
Length of residence 
in community 3 Yes 2 NO - - NO -
Tenure status 8 No 2 No - - - -
Informal participa­
tion 2 Yes 0 - - - Yes -
Stage of family cycle 3 Yes 0 - - - Yes -
Family composition 1 — 0 - tm - -
Member participation 
General participation 
Joined for different 
reasons 
Say or no say 
Satisfaction 
Educational level 
Distance from coop­
erative 
Length of residence 
in comimmity 
Criticisms 
Tenure status 
Age 
Number of cooperatives 
to nhich member be­
longs 
Socio-economic status 
Responsibility 
Identity with coop-
Z 
1 
2 
7 
5 
1 
7 
7 
1 
7 
1 
Yes 
Tes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
1 
1 
4 
2 
3 
3 
2 
2 
1 
0 
0 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
NO 
NO 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Mo 
Nb 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yss 
Yes 
No 
r 
Satisfaction 2 Tea 4 Tea Tea Tea 
Educational level 7 Yes 2 Tea Yea No _ 
Distance fron coop­
erative Z No 1 • • — _ Yea 
Length of residence 
in eoQuounlty 5 Yes 3 NO - — No 
Criticisms 1 - 3 No •> — NO 
Tenure status 7 No 2 No — 
Age 7 Yes 2 Yea NO — No Yea 
Number of cooperatives 
to which member be­
longs 1 - 1 - NO Yea No 
Socio-economic status 7 Yes 0 — - - Yea 
Responsibility 1 - 0 - •> • Yea 
Identity with coop­
erative 2 Yes 0 • — — Yea 
Informal cooperative 
ventures 4 Yes 0 - — - No — 
Urgency of need 1 - 0 - - - NO -
Type of criticisms 1 - 0 — - - NO -
Size of cooperative 4 Yes 0 - - - NO -
Years a member of 
cooperative 2 NO 0 - - -
• 
-
Stage of family cycle 4 Yes 0 - - - D -
Tears farmed 0 - 1 - - - - Yea 
It^embership in other 
farm organizations 0 - 2 Yea - - - Yea 
Understanding of co­
operative principles 0 - 3 Yes - — - Yea 
Knowledge of facts 0 - 6 Yea - - - Yea 
Source of current co­
operative informatlca 0 - 4 Yea - - No 
Reasons for Joining 
related to greatest 
benefit 0 - 1 - - — mm NO 
Type of cooperative 0 - 2 Yea - - - NO 
Size of farm 0 • 2 NO * 
^These columns were used only If there was general agreeaent within noncoopera-
tive or cooperative research or only one study was cited but there was dis­
agreement between the two areas of research• 
^Evidence from the research cited was not accepted for Iowa fanner cooperatlre* 
for logical reasons. 
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Only oooperatlTe researoh findings were cited in eight cases. 
In ell, members and nonmembers were analyzed on the basis 
of 13 characteristics (Table 111). In nine cases both cooper­
ative and noncooperative research findings were cited and in 
three cases only noncooperative research was cited. In one 
case there was no research finding cited. 
In the nine cases where both cooperative and noncoopera­
tive research findings were cited the findings of cooperative 
research did not agree in one case, the findings of noncooper­
ative research did not agree in one case, and in one c&se the 
findings did not agree in either noncooperative or cooperative 
research. Of the six remaining characteristics on which there 
was general agreement the present research findings supported 
I>a8t findings In four oases and did not support them in two 
oases« 
In the three cases where only noncooperative research 
findings were cited the data of the present study supported 
the findings in two oases and in the other case the evidence 
from the past research was not accepted for farmer cooperativM 
in Iowa for logical reasons. 
Past research findings were cited in relation to 28 of 
the 45 hjrpotheses dealing with member participation In their 
cooperatives. Both cooperative and noncooperative research 
findings were cited in 11 cases. In two of the 11 oases find­
ings from cooperative research did not agree, in one case 
findings from noncooperative research did not agree, and in 
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Table 111. summary of agreement of present findings with past 
research findings. 
Agree ^  Total 
agree 
Members and nonmembers ooBq;>ared 
Hypotheses for which both oooperatiTe 
and nonoooperative research was cited 
Number of hjnpothescs on which there 
nas general agreement that were 
supported by these data 4 
Number of hypotheses on which there 
was general agreement that were not 
supported by these data 8 
Number of hypotheses on which there 
was not general agreenient in past 
research 3 
Total 9 
Hypotheses for which only noncooperatiye 
research findings ware cited 
Number of hypotheses on which there 
was general agreement that were 
supported by these data 2 
Number of hypotheses where evidence 
from noncooper'^ti7e research was not 
accepted for cooperative hypotheses 
for logical reasons 1 
Total 3 
Member participation in cooperatives 
Hypotheses for which both cooperative end 
noncooperative findings were cited 
Number of hypothesoe on which there was 
general agreement that were supported 
by these data 
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Table 111. (Continued) 
Agree Do not Total 
Number of hypotlieses on which there 
was general agreement that were not 
supported by these data 1 
Number of hypotheses cn vihioh there 
vas not general agreement lu past 
research findings 6 
Total 11 
Hypotheses for which only nonoooperatlTe 
reaettrch v<a8 cited 
Number of hypotheses for which there 
was general agreeinent that were 
supported by these data 
Nxunber of hypotheses for which there 
was general eigreoment that were not 
supported by these data 
Number of hyputheaea for which there 
was not general agreement in paat 
research 
Number of hypotheses where evidence 
from noncooperatIve research was not 
accepted for oooperatlve hypotheses 
for logical roesona 
Total 
Hypotheses for which only cooperative 
research was cited 
Number of hypotheses on which there 
was general agreement th&t were sup­
ported by these data 
Number of hypcth&ses on which there 
was general agreement that were not 
supported by these data 
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Table 111. (ContInued) 
Agree Total 
ogree 
Number of hypotheses on which there 
was not general agreement In past 
research 1 
Total 6 
Grand total 17 S3 40 
Ntmber of hypotheses for whloh no findings 
were cited 
Total hypotheses 58 
one case findings from neither cooperative or noncooperatlve 
research agreed. In addition there wera two cases in which 
there was general agreemcint within cooperative and noncoopera­
tlve findings oonsidei'ed separately but the two areas of 
research were in disugreement on findings. Thus in only five 
of the 11 cases wes there general agreeirent within and between 
cooperative and noncooperatlve research findings related to 
a specific hypothesis. In these five cases the present study 
supported past findings in four cases and did not support the 
pest findings in one case. 
In the two cases where the noncooperatlve and cooperative 
research findings did not agree the data from the present 
study supported poat cooperative finaings in one case and those 
of the noncooperatlve research in the other case. 
Past research findings frou only noncooperatlve research 
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ware cited in relation to nine hypothesea* There waa dla-
agreement in the flndlnga of pest research in only one case. 
In another case the findings were not accepted for coopera­
tive partioipetion hypothosea for logical reasons. The seven 
hypothesea on which there was general agreement from past non-
cooperative research and that were accepted for present test­
ing were supported by the present deta in three cases and were 
not supported in four cases» 
Only cooperative research findings were cited in relation 
to eight of the hypotheses in the present dissertation. Of 
the eight there was disagreement between past research find­
ings in only one case. Data from the present study supported 
past findings in four casas and did not support the past find­
ings in three cases. 
These findings may he summarized as follows: (1) Past 
research findings were cited In relation to 40 of the 58 
hypotheses. (2} In 11 of the 40 cases past research findings 
were not in agreement on specific characteristics. (3) The 
present data support 17 of the 29 hypotheses on which there 
was general agreement in past research. (4) The present data 
did not support past research findings in ten cases. (5) In 
two cases, though there was general agreement on past reaearob, 
the findings were not accepted for farmer cooperatives in lowe 
for logical reasons. (6) In the eleven cases where there was 
not agreement In past research findings there were four cases 
where noncooperative findings did not agree, four oases where 
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oooperatlve findings did not agree. In one case there wee not 
agreement within either cooperative or noncooperatlve findings 
and in two oases cooperative and nonoooperatlve research did 
not agree* 
The findings from Iowa data agreed with other research 
findings In 17 of the 29 cases where there was general agree­
ment among past research findings. 
This evidence is not at ell conclusive. Actually the 
author expected a much higher rate of agreement than was found. 
The fact should he emphasized that in 11 cases past research 
findings were not in agreement and In two cases the past 
findings were not accepted for Iowa cooperatives on a logical 
basis. This brings to the fore some Important research 
conslderetion. Are research methods comparable enough so that 
one might expect to find agreement on such findings? How 
significant Is general participation research? Could more be 
added to the body of knowledge by doing a more complete analy­
sis on functional classes end sub-types within these CIBssea? 
Should more time be spent on designing logical constructs or 
models into which participation data might fit rather than 
continually counting participation without really setting up 
any logical framework In which participation can be explained 
or analyzed? Certainly consideration should be given to basic 
theorizing and conceptualization before additional research la 
done on continuing "survey" type research In the field of 
social participation. 
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DISCUSSION 
The findings of this study have supported the proposition 
that people do particlpete in different degrees In former co­
operatives. selected factors were t&sted end mtny of them w®e 
found to he significantly associated with different degrees of 
participation. Just as important, is the fret that roery fac­
tors that have been asauraed to be significantly related to 
participation were found not to bo significont. It ia the 
author's opinion that using participation as the focal frame­
work of research In farmer cooperatives may prove more fruit­
ful than past frameworks of furm opinions and knowledge of 
facts about cooperatives. 
The present study has many limitations. An attempt has 
been made to point out many of them at appropriate places 
throughout the dissertation. In addition there are other 
limitations that should be mentioned. 
The data are relatively old. The field study was com­
pleted in 1948. Though much work has been done by and with 
farmer cooperatives since that time it ia doubted if the find­
ings would be significantly different if the annlysls had been 
made on current data. 
In soma oases the findings are based on small numbers of 
cases in some cells. An attempt has been made to call these 
to the attention of the reader as they appeared in the disser­
tation. In some cases the data were not gathered for the 
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speolfio purpose for which they were used here. For instance, 
there was no thought of comparing participation rates in diflte^ 
ent cooperatiTes when the data were gathered or the sample 
would have been drawn on a different basis. 
The lack of comparability of past research in general 
participation with the present study made comparisons diffi­
cult, in some instances impossible, and in many cases incon­
clusive. 
This has been basically a new approach to research in 
member relations in farmer cooperatives. It should be re­
garded as exploratory and tentative and suggestive for future 
research. 
On the assumption that additional research will be done 
using this general framework of participation the following 
questions and suggestions may be helpful to the future research 
worker. 
One of the first considerations la the advisability of 
an interdiaclplinary approach. Additional research will 
probably be moat productive if it is undertaken on an inter­
disciplinary basis. Since the farmer cooperative, at least in 
Iowa, has as its major purpose economic ends it is Imperative 
that those who understand the basic economic theory of cooper­
atives be involved. Since the cooperative is an association 
of farnj firms represented by their entrepreneurs who engage In 
group activity the sociologists have a definite role to play 
In cooperative research. Social psychologists and specialists 
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In law and legal researoh mlglit also make valuable oontrlbu-
tions as members of a research team* 
Consideration should be given to the possibility of 
developing a more logical framework or modal that should 
theoretically account for participation in farmer cooperotlvea 
As pointed out, the economists are developing on economic 
modal that should account for optimum participation In the 
economic sense. The possibility of such a model involving 
both economic and non-economic values should also be given 
consideration. 
The very important factor of rational optimum partici­
pation has also been introduced in this uissertotion and, if 
possible, it should be integrated into any future study of 
participation. This factor is important from at least the 
three following points of view; (1) the educator, (2) the 
general welfare In the long run and (3) the sociologists as 
they stzLve to complete a scientific framework In which they 
can adequately study social participation. However, optimum 
rational participation may not be accepted by some leaders 
In cooperative activity. Their methods and actions lead one 
to suspect that they are more Interested in participation 
per ae than in optimum rational participation. 
If participation is to be the focus of the study, ad­
ditional consideration must be j^iven to the development of a 
satisfactory tool for the measurement of porticipotlon. The 
present study has made progress in setting up the basic 
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elements or components of participation In farmer ooopere-
tlves. However, as pointed out In the section on the develop­
ment of the participation score, the Items used In measuring 
each element leave much to be desired. Possible additional 
Items and approaches to measurement trere suggested In relation 
to most of the elements, /additional work Is needed In develop* 
Ing means of measurement. This is especially true on the 
following three elements: (1) sharing fixed and variable 
costs of operating the plant, (2) accepting responsibilities 
for risks and uncertainties, and (3) sharing economic benefits 
of the Joint plant, A research team with competent members 
should be able to develop a more satisfactory score. 
The Improvement of the measurement of member understand­
ing of basic cooperative theory and principles should also be 
given consideration. This is Important from at least two 
points of view. In the first place, the highest correlation 
found was between understanding of basic theory and principles 
and participation. Jhile the interrelationship of participa­
tion and understanding is recognized, the hypothesis is sug­
gested that understanding leads to participation. Additional 
attention should be givon to the construction of a device that 
would include more of the Important elements of understanding. 
In addition, methods could be devised to get at the understandr-
ing of members in a more meaningful fashion. Setting up 
hypothetical situations with alternative possible choices for 
actions might be one Improved method of getting at member 
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understanding of cooperative theory. The second major 
importance of basic understanding ia discussed in the Ibllow-
ing paragraph. 
If participation is to be studied in the framework of 
optimuni rational pnrticipetion a number of factors must be 
taken into oonsiderntion in future research. The first factor 
is probably that of determining if it is to the individual 
farm firm's beat economic intereat to participate in coopera­
tive activity. This approach must be ratide from the point of 
view of the individual farr.i firm, its available resources and 
alternative uses of those resources to maximize profits. This 
is one facet of rational optimum participation that haa had 
very little work done on it. A part of the data that is 
needed to make a rational decision whether or not it ia in 
the best econoralc interest of the farm firm to associate with 
other firms is an understanding of a cooperative, its func­
tion, its operation, its potential, its limitetions, and the 
member responsibilities that are implicit in associating 
together cooperatively. Tlie entrepreneur must determine if 
other firms have needs comparable enougii to those of his own 
firm so that they may associate together for the mutual bene­
fit of all the firms. This involves the understanding of 
basic cooperative theory. A third factor In rational optimum 
partlcipfation in cooperatives must be the determination of the 
non-economio values that are attached to participation in 
farmer cooperatives. Participation for non-economio reasons 
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may be Just as rational as participation for economic reasons. 
At least these three factors must be tnken into consideration 
in any concept of optimum participation in farmer cooperativea 
Future research should Rive consideration to the choice 
of the population to be studied so that there are adequate 
number to make oomparisons between communities ond also be­
tween cooperatives. 31nce the cooperative association consistB 
of the sum total of the multi-laterial agreements among the 
participating farm firms and these firms, through their entre­
preneurs, must act as a group in relation to their coordinated 
activity, consideration needs to be given to studying end 
comparing the group activity of individual cooperatives to 
determine if certain forms of group structure and group proc­
esses are more conducive to participation than othera. 
The inadequacy of the means of measurement of many of 
the factors used in the present dissertation are recognized. 
Some of these inadequacies have already been pointed out. 
In addition, the follovjing suggestions are made for future 
research. A more thorough Job should be done on studying not 
only the type but the content, the methods end the degree of 
participation in what the cooperatives now call their educa­
tional programs. The same {general suggestion is made in 
relation to the sources of current information about coopera­
tives listed by members. In the present study only names of 
sources were obtained. No attempt was made at content analy­
sis of the information available from the sources or the 
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degrea to which they were utilized or understood. 
Talking to neighbors about cooperatives was one of the 
moat highly significant factors related to cooperative 
participation. An attempt should be mede to got at the back­
ground Information available for such discussions, the content 
of such discussions und the conditions under which they take 
place. 
In the present study many fnctors were treated as either 
positive or negative factors. This was true of such factors 
as: have a say, have no say; have "we feeling," have no "we 
feeling;" and have responsibility, hove no responsibility. 
These factors could be quantified to a greater degree. 
This brings to the fore the basic consideration that 
should be given to quantifying as much data as possible as a 
basis for more precise and meaningful classification and 
statistical analysis. Such Improvements would not only In­
crease the research value of future studies but might also 
decrease the expense. 
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SUlffift&RT 
The Amerloan culture la noted for its many forms of 
formal voluntary aasooltitlons. sociologists havo been 
aotlTely engaged in studying this rether unique form of human 
togetherness in a frameworlc that has been term^ooial par­
ticipation reaearcii. iith few exceptions such research has 
taken individuals or households an the focus of the study 
and has studied participetiou in all types of associations 
grouped together, iliio h&s been called general social par­
ticipation research. The focus of this study is on participa­
tion in u single sub type of formal voluntary association, 
the farmer cooperative. A basic consideration was to deter­
mine how well generalizations from general participation 
research apply to a specific type of fomal voluntary associa­
tions, farmer cooperatives. 
Most past research in farmer cooperatives has dealt with 
two major areas of farmer opinions and attitudes toward coop­
eratives and of farmer knowledge of facts about cooperatives. 
Little detailed reaoarcia has been done on what appeared to the 
author to be two important areas of cooperative research: (1) 
farmer participation in cooperative activity, end (2) farmer 
understanding of baaic cooperative theory and principles. 
The latter point becomes very important to the educator who 
must see his rolo as one of helping people to obtain facts and 
understandings that lead to rational decisions regarding 
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partioipatlon or non-partiolpatlon In farmer oooperatlvea. 
The major purpose of this dissertation was to determine 
whether selected factors were related to different degrees of 
participation of people in farmer cooperatives. In addition, 
two minor objectives were: (1) to determine if generaliza­
tions from post general participation research would apply to 
a specific formal voluntary association, farmer cooperatives, 
and (2) to suggest and test hypotheses that might be useful 
for future research in the field of social participation. 
In consultation with the Iowa State College Statistical 
Laboratory a sample of 22 Iowa communities was chosen and a 
total of 266 cooperative members and 278 nonmember schedules 
were taken from farmers living in these communities in 1948. 
A review of past research in social participation did not 
reveal an acceptable device for the measurement of participa­
tion in farmer cooperatives. The unique nature of farmer co­
operatives as economic associations was studied and eight 
major elements of cooperative participation were determined 
as follows: (1) use of plant or patronage, (2} decision mak­
ing regarding the plant and its operations, (5) accepting 
financial responsibility, (4) sharing fixed and variable costs 
of operating the plant, (5) accepting responsibilities for 
risks and uncertainties, (6) sharing economic benefits from 
the plant, (7) participation to get facts and understanding, 
and (8) organizational maintenance duties. Using these ele-
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m«nt8 as the framework a cooperative participation acore oom-
poaed of 12 Items was oonstruoted by the author and a panel of 
three judges. 
An important part of pest social participation research 
has been the comparison of those people who belong to some 
type of formal association v-lth those who do not belong. Mem­
bers and nonmembers of farmer cooperatives were first oompared 
to determine if there were any significant differences between 
these two categories, propositions were suggested that mem­
bers and nonmembers would differ significantly when oompared 
on the basis of the following factors: age, educational level, 
stage of family cycle, nationality background, number of years 
farmed, size of farm In acres, general social participation, 
participation In informal cooperative ventures, and socio­
economic status, v.lth the exception of the factor, educational 
level, the findings from the present study supported the prop­
ositions involving the above factors—members and nonmembers 
differed significantly when compared on the basis of these 
factors. 
Propositions were suggested that members and nonmembers 
would not differ significantly when oompared on the basis of 
the following factors: family composition, length of resi­
dence in the community, tenure status, and type of farming. 
Alth the exception of the factor, type of forming, the findings 
from the present study supported the propositions involving 
the factors listed directly above. 
- 327 -
Propositions were suggested that oooperative pertloipe-
tlon scores of members would differ signifloantly when com­
pared on tho basis of the following factors: general social 
participation, membership in other farm organizations, socio-
economio status, member understanding of basic cooperative 
principles, member definition of tlio cooperative as an agent 
or Just another place to do business, member feeling of 
reaponaibility, member opinion regarding 100 per cent partici­
pation, member feeling of aay or no say in running the co­
operative, member "we feeling" or identity with the coopera­
tive, nuraber of neighbors who belong to the cooperative, 
receiving or not receiving current informetion about the coop­
erative, more information desired about local cooperative, 
more information desired about cooperatives in general, knowl­
edge of facts about the local cooperative, knowledge of the 
existence of wholesale or "regional" cooperatives, greatest 
benefit from cooperatives, crioicisms or no criticisms of 
cooperatives, specific cooperative named moat important by 
member, community in niftiich member resided, and size of com­
munity. In all oases the present findings supported the 
propositions that participation scores of members would differ 
significantly '.rhen compared on the basis of these factors. 
Propositions were suggested tli&t participation scores of 
members would differ significantly -.vhon compared on the basis 
of the following factors: educational level, participation 
•• S26 •• 
In Informal cooperative ventures, reasons for Joining the co­
operative, urgency of need at the time the member Joined, 
stated responsihillties to cooperative, Justification for not 
always patronizing the local cooperative, source of current 
information about cooperatives, type of criticisms named by 
members, type of cooperative, size of cooperative, and number 
of educational programs. However, the present findings did 
not support any of the suggested propositions involving the 
above factors. 
Propositions were suggested that participation scores 
would not differ significantly when compared on the basis of 
the following factors: age, stage of family cycle, tenure 
status, nimber of years farmed, size of farm in acres, source 
of first information about cooperatives, number of coopera­
tives to which member belonged, number of years the member had 
belonged to the cooperative, type of educational program, and 
separate educational fund in cooperative. In all oases the 
propositions involving the factors listed above were supported 
by the findings of the present study. 
A minor objective of this dissertation was to determine 
the degree to which research findings from other studies 
agreed with findings from the present study. Past research 
findings were cited in relation to 40 of the 58 hypotheses 
tested. In 11 of the 40 cases past research findings were 
not in agreement. The findings from the present study agreed 
with past research findings in 17 of the 29 cases where there 
1 
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waa agreement among the past findings. The present findings 
did not agree with past findings In ten oases and In two 
oases pest reseaxoh findings were not aooepted for farmer 
cooperatives for logical reasons. 
The findings from the present study have demonstrated 
that the framework of participation can bo productive in co­
operative research. As additional research is planned the 
following points shoxild be considered: (1) the inter>discl-
plinary approach to the problem, (2) the improvement of the 
measurement of cooperative participation, (3) the improvement 
of the measureKent of understanding of basic theory of coop­
eratives, (4) the incorporation of the concept of optimum 
rational pQrticip&tlon in cooperatives into the research plan, 
(5} the choice of the population to be studied that will allow 
for (a) comparisons of cooperetives and communities and (b} 
the study of cooperative structure and process in individual 
cooperatives and their relation to participation, and (6) the 
further quantification of data to aid In statistical treatmenct. 
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Appendix A. Purpose, Locale, Population, Partioipation 
'ElementB and Factors Used in Analysis of Major 
Studies Cited 
Anderson, C. iVrnold and Ryan, Bryce. social partioipation 
differences among tenure classes in a prosperous com-
meroialized farn?lng area. Rural Boo. 9: 281-290. 1943. 
The purpose of this study might be stated as determining 
the differences, If any, in social participation by tenure 
classes in a prosperous commercialized farming area. The 
locale of the study was two communities in central Iowa. 
Schedules were obtained from 365 farm operators. I'tirticipotlon 
was measured b; membership, meeting attendance, nvtmber of com­
mittee memberships and officershlps held. The following fac­
tors were used in the analysis: tenure, age, income and 
mobility. 
Anderson, f. A. Family social partioipation and social status 
a^::lf-rating. Amer. Soc. Rev. 11: 253-258. 1946. 
The objective of this study was to determine if partici­
pation or non-particlpution may be an expression by the 
participators or non-participators of their own feeling of 
superiority or Inferiority in the community. The data used 
consist of self-ratings of 344 ferni families living in Ostego 
County, New York, time of study not state:!. Participation was 
measured in terms of participation iu coiniaunity organizations, 
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partiolpatlon In informal social aotivities end leadership in 
oommimlty affairs. Self-ratings were analyzed on the basis of 
the following factors: size of farm, land class, teniire statue^ 
number of years family had been established, socio-economic 
status, and formal participation. 
Anderson, Y. A. The membership of farmers in New York organ­
izations. N. Y. (Ithaca) Agr, Exp. Sta. Bui. 695. 1938. 
Purpose of this study was to determine the extent of 
farmer participetlon In organizations, the organlzetions to 
which they belonged and certain factors related to membership. 
The data were obtained from 2,925 farmers In four New York 
counties In 1934 and 1935. Participation was measured only 
In terms of membership in organizations but membership was 
analyzed on the basis of the following factors: tenure sta­
tus, age, farming experience, size of farm, value of farm, 
mobility of farmers, type of road upon which person lived and 
education. 
Anderson, '7. A. Social participation and religious affilia­
tion in rural areas. Rural Soc. 9: 842-250. 1944. 
The purpose of this study was to determine what differ­
ences there were, if any, in social participation on the basis 
of different religious affiliations. Approximately 2,100 
husbands and wires, about equally divided in numbers, wer 
Interviewed In Cortland and Ostego Counties, New York, In 1939 
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and 1940. No indication is given in the article of the besla 
used for choosing these areas or how the sample was chosen. 
llie Chapln social participation score was used and participa­
tion was analyzed using the following factors: denomination, 
tenure, sex and lend class. 
Anderson, •'/. A, and Plombeck, Hans H. The social participa­
tion of farm families. H. Y. (Ithaca) Agr. TJxp. sta. 
Dept. Rural r3oc. 'viiaeo. Bui. 8. 1943. 
This study had two major purposes: (1) to determine the 
extent and form of social participation as an indication of 
the degree to which communities have become socialized, and 
(2) to detorraine the factors promoting organizational partic­
ipation. The study included 807 families in Cortland and 398 
families In Ostegc County, both In New York. All families in 
the sample live on farms. Nothing is said about the basis for 
selecting tlie sample. 71eld work was accomplished in 1939-
1940. Participation is discussed in terms of memberships, 
meeting attendance, contributions for support, committee mem­
berships, program participation and office holding. In addi­
tion to treating each of these elements separately, the Chapln 
participation index was used. The following factors related 
to participation were used; size of family, composition of 
family, age of family, education, length of residence In the 
community, mobility, standard of living, distance to center 
and possession of such things as auto, telephone and radio. 
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Anderson, W. A. and Sanderson, Dwlght. Membership relations 
in oooperative organizations. N. Y. (Ithaca) Agr. lExp. 
Sta. Dept. Rural Soc. Mimeo. Bui. 9. 1943. 
This puhlloatlon is a sunnnary of three theses completed 
by M. S. John, Duane L. Gibson and Edwin J, Losey, all at 
Cornell University. In general, it coiild be stated the objec­
tives of these studies were to determine the degree of partic­
ipation, Icnowledge and the opinions and attitudes of New York 
farmers, the interrelation of these three factors and in 
addition to determine other factors that were associated with 
varying degrees of participation, knowledge and different 
opinions and attitudes. Information is not presented as to the 
exact number of farmers interviewed, where in New York state 
the studies were done or how the samples were chosen. Field 
work was done from 1935 to 1938. Participation was analyzed 
in terms of the following elements: membership, past member­
ship and now dropped, attendance at meetings and promoting 
the organization. Some of these elements were analyzed on 
the basis of the following factors: age, education, tenure, 
size and type of farm, mobility, farm experience and member­
ship in other organizations. 
Anderson, A. and Smith, Harold E. Formal and Informal 
participation in a New York village. N. Y. (Ithaca) Agr# 
Exp. Sta. Dept. R\iral SOc. Mimeo Bui. 26. 195S. 
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The purpose of this study was to describe the relations 
of Tillage families to organizations and Informal activities 
and bring out participation principles governing behavior* 
The village studied was . .located In the central New Yorlc 
Finger Lakes region," and had a population of approximately 
1,500. The data were gathered from 238 ffimlliea by Interview 
method, probably in 1946. Formal participation was measured 
in terms of memberships, holding an office or being a commit­
tee member and the Chapln social participation score. In­
formal participation was measured in terms of visiting, party 
attendance, sharing meals, card playing, picnicJclng and attend­
ing motion pictures. Participation was analyzed on the basis 
of the following factors: stage of family cycle, age, length 
of residence in community, education, occupation, employment 
of wife, socio-economic status and self-rating. In addition 
village participation was compared with open country partici­
pation results from other New York studies. 
Bushee, Frederick A. Social organizations in a small city. 
Amer. Jl. ljOC. 51; 217-226. 1945. 
The objectives of this study could probably be described 
as determining the extent of individual formal participation 
by functional class of organizations. The data were secured 
from the organizations themselves rather than from individuals 
in about 1943. The locale of the study was Boulder, Colorado, 
and some closely outlying districts with a total population 
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of approximately 12,000. Partlolpatlon elements used were 
memberships, meeting attendance and holding of offices, par­
ticipation elements used were memberships, meeting attendance 
and holding of offices. Participation was analyzed on the 
basis of the following factors: functional class of organiza­
tion, size of organizations, sex, type of program, occupation 
and type of family dwelling. 
Punoan, Otis Dudley and Artie, Jay W. Social stratification 
In a Pennsylvania rural community. Penn. Agr. Tlxp. sta. 
Bui. 543. 1951. 
One of the major objectives of this study was to discover 
what relationship exists between stratification structure and 
social participation. A "typical" rural community In 
Pennsylvania with a total population of about 2,000 was studied 
in 1949. Formal, semlformal and Informal social participation 
were scored. A total of 521 households schedules were taken. 
The formal participation index used was discussed In the 
section on methodology. Church membership and attendance were 
not considered In the participation scale, although church aux­
iliary organizations were. Participation was analyzed on the 
basis of the following factors: occupation, income, prestige 
rating, socio-economic status and education. 
Goldhamer, Herbert, some factors affecting participation in 
voluntary associations. Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis. 
Chicago, University of Chicago Library. 1942. 
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The purpose of thla study was to determine the relation­
ship between selected factors and participation in voluntary 
associations. A one-page questionnaire was distributed to 
approximately 5,500 Chicago working personnel representing 
factories, wholesale houses, retail establishments, business 
offices and a few from educational Institutions and personnel 
on WPA. In addition supplementary materials were made avail­
able from a study of 1,000 engaged couples from a study of 7., 
V. Burgess. Participation was measured in terms of number 
of associations to which people belonged, frequency of attend­
ance at meetings, officerships, length of time a member and 
amount paid in dues and fees. Participation was analyzed on 
the basis of the fbllowing factors: sex, age, nativity, 
religion, education, marital status, residence status, length 
of residence, occupation, church attendance, social status. 
Income and neuroticism. 
Hay, Donald G. The social participation of households in 
selected rural communities of the Northeast. Rural Soc. 
15; 141-148. 1950. 
The purpose of this study was to determine the extent of 
social participation of households and the relationship of 
some factors to household participation in four selected rural 
communities. Three towns were in Maine and one community was 
in central New York. Data were obtained on 419 households in 
1947. The method is not specified. Participation was measured 
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by the ''Hay Soals,** published In Purel Soo. 13: 265-294. 
1946. Partloipatlon was analyzed on the basis of the follow­
ing factors: occupation, socio-economic status, education and 
Inter-costmunlty differences. 
Bay, Donald 0. Social purticlpatlon of individuals in four 
rural communities of the northeast. Rural Soo. 16: 
127-136. 1951. 
The objective of this study was to determine the extent 
of social participation of individuals and some factors close­
ly related to that participation. The data were collected in 
four communities, three in Maine and one in New York. Over 
1,300 schedules were taken from individuals over ten years of 
age. The Chapin social participation scale was used for 
formal participation and an Informal partloipatlon was also 
measured. Participation was analyzed on the basis of the 
following factors: husbands, homemakers, sons, daughters, 
aoclo-econoinio status, occupation, plaoe of residence and oc­
cupation* 
Hannlng, Oeorge F. and Poling, lilarl B. Attitudes of farmers 
toward cooperative marketing. Ohio Agr. Exp. Sta. Bui. 
606. 1939. 
The objective of this study was to determine the attltudn 
of livestock producers toward cooperative livestock marketing. 
In consultation with leaders familiar with livestock marketing 
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and problema the authors chose five areas that were thought to 
be representative of liyestook farmers in the state. No 
consistent systematic method of choosing the 325 farmers 
interviewed was used. The dute of the field work was not 
given, participation is studied from the point of view of 
membership, per cent of business done with cooperative and 
source of information. Participation was analyzed on the 
basis cf the following factors: tenure, membership in other 
farm organizations and factors in general that influenced 
participation. 
John, M. E. Factors influencing farmers' attitudes toward a 
cooperative marketing organization. Penn. Agr. Exp. sta. 
Bui. 457. 1943. 
The purpose of this study was to discover some of the 
forces influencing the attitude of farmers toward a cooperative 
marketing organization. Both general and specific attitudes 
were studied as well as their relation to each other. Attitude 
and information scales were used. In 1938, 1,256 dairy farmers 
in ten Pennsylvania communities wisre interviewed. The sample 
was chosen to be representative of dairy farmers served by 
a cooperative milk marketing organization. Both members and 
nonmembers were interviewed. Participation was treated only 
incidentally as it related to member attitudes and information 
about cooperatives. 
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Kaufman, Harold 7. Participation In organized activities In 
selected Kentucky localities. Kentucky Agr. Exp. 3ta. 
Bui. 526. 1949. 
The Kaufman study describes the extent of participation 
in all formally organized activities end selected factors 
associated with such participation in a somple of 2,832 
Kentucky adults. The total sample was taken from nine sempl® 
groups, two of which were urban. Although the sample came 
from many different areas of the state, it is not claimed to 
be representative of the state. The field studies were done 
from 1940-1944. Membership and offices held ware the measures 
of formal participation used in this study. Groups were 
categorized as religious and "other." Ptirticipation was 
analyzed on the basis of the following factors: locality, 
education, sex, farming practices, farm experience, length of 
residence in the community, economic status, occupation and 
age. 
Kaufman, Harold 7. Prestige classes in a New York rural 
community. N. Y. (Ithaca) Agr. Exp. Sta. Memoir 260. 
1944. 
The purpose of this study was to determine what important 
social characteristics distinguished the members of the various 
social classes, to what extent had soclcl stratification 
progressed and how closely are class groupings related to 
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other social groupings and oharaoteristios. The study deals 
with a population of 1,235 people located in a ooznmunity in 
central New York. Approximately two-fifths of the total liTed 
in the village center. The field study was completed in 1940-
1941. Both formal and informal participation is described. 
Formal participation is described mostly in terms of member­
ship, inaotive members, officers and other active members* 
participation was analyzed on the basis of the following 
factors: prestige ratings, place of residence, ethnic groups, 
age, sex and yecrs lived In the community. 
Korzan, Gerald F.. Member attitude toward cooperatives. Ore. 
(Coryallis) Agr. FIxp, Sta. Bui. 509. 1952. 
This research dealt with member opinions about management^ 
information programs, reaponaibility of members toward coop­
eratives in general. Although interviews were . .taken in 
all parts of the state," there was apparently no systematic 
basis for selection of the cooperatives. The 192 interviews 
«ere obtained from members of four types of cooperatives; 
purchasing, greln, dairy and fruit and vegetable. Llembers in 
four different cooperatives in each type were randomly select­
ed and interviewed. No date of the field work is given, but 
it was probably completed around 1950. Partioipation was 
analyzed on the basis of the following factors: meeting at­
tendance and sources of information. 
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Kyllonen, Tolml S. Social oheraoterlstlos of active unionists. 
Amer. Jl* of 300. 56: 528-533. 1951. 
The ob^Jectlve of this study was to determine the function 
that labor unions serve in the lives of their members. Inter­
views were taken from 163 out of £06 employees In the factory 
of a . .mld-Iwlssourl Industrial plant" In a town of approx­
imately 2,000 In 1950. Both union members and nonunion members 
were Interviewed. Elements of participation included member­
ship and meeting attendance. Fartlcipatlon was analyzed on 
the basis of the following factors: wage rates, length of 
membership, production ratings, quality rating, family and kto* 
ship ties, age, Informal participation, place of residence and 
general participation. 
Llndstrom, D. E. Forces affecting participation of farm 
people in rural organization. 111. Agr. Exp. Sta. Bui. 
423. 1936. 
In this study an attempt was made to determine whet 
association there was between such factors as mobility, schools 
Ing, tenancy, trips made from home, and trading habits on the 
one hand and perticipation in social organizotions, reasons 
for belonging to organizations and attitudes toward farmers' 
organizations on the other hand. A 50 per cent sample of 250 
families living in four townships located in two counties In 
east-central Illinois constituted the sample studied. Two 
- 349 -
tonnships were chosen to represent highly organized areas and 
two townships represented low organization areas. The field 
work was done in 1930. Formal participation was measured in 
terms of being a member, an officer, a committeeman, a board 
member, paying dues and devoting time to programs. Pertici-
patlon was analyzed on the basis of the following footers: 
land tenure, location, stubllity, education, trips away from 
home, attitudes toward organizations and occupation. 
Losey, J. "Bdwin. Membership relations of t; cooperative 
purchasing association. Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis. 
Ithaca, N. Y., Cornell University Library. 1940. 
The purpose of this study was to determine the degree 
of association between personal, economic and social charac­
teristics of farmers and their participation in, knowledge 
about and opinions of a specific cooperative. The coopera­
tive was the Grange League Federation TCxchange. Three 
hundred forty interviews were taken in six New York communi­
ties chosen as representative by the officials of the coop­
erative. Field work was probably done in 1938 or 1939. 
Participation was measured in terms of membership, attendance 
at meetings and regularity of patronage. Participation was 
analyzed on the basis of the following factors: age, educa­
tion, farm experience, stability of residence, membership In 
other associations, size of farm, ten\ire status, type of 
farming and knowledge and opinions about cooperatives. 
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Mangufl, A. H. and Cottam, Howard B. Levels of living, sooial 
participation and adjustment of Ohio farm people. Ohio 
Agr. Exp. Sta. Bui. 624. 1941. 
In terms of sooial perticipstion this research dealt with 
personal characteristics related to participation, the 
relationship of level of living to participation and the re­
lationship of participation in group activities to adjustment 
of Ohio farm people. A random aanqple of 299 farm households 
located in the western agricultural area, urban Industrial 
area and southeastern hill area of Ohio were chosen, and in­
terviews taken in 1939-1940. Both formal and informal social 
participation were studiea. The same items that appear in 
the Chapin scale were used, but were weighted differently, to 
measure formal participation. Participation was analyzed on 
the basis of the following factors; age, type of family, oc­
cupation, education, religious affiliation, intelligence 
ratings end verious aspects of social adjustment, 
McKay, A. 7 .  Members knowledge and attitudes—oalavo growers 
of California. U. S. Dept. Agr. Farm Credit Adm. Circu­
lar C 137. 1950. 
Purpose of this study was to give insight into; (1) 
what factors encourage a member to become familiar with his 
cooperative organization, (2) how information can bo best 
conveyed to members, and (3) what the relationship is between 
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member knowledge and attitude toward cooperatives. A random 
list of 107 members of the Calavo Growers of California were 
Interviewed. Knowledge and attitude scores were developed 
and used. Participation In terms of attending meetings, talk­
ing about their cooperative end sources of Information were 
analyzed on the basis of knowledge and attitudes about the 
cooperative. 
Mayo, Selz 0. and Marsh, C. Paul. Social participation In 
the rural community. Amer. Jl. 3oc. 57: 243-248. 1951. 
The purpose of this study was to determine the extent to 
which voluntary formal organization participation took place 
within and outside the locality group of residence. Two 
locality groups In Yake County, North Carolina, were studied 
In 1948. One was a village-centered locality group with high 
Identity and the other an open country locality group with low 
Identity. A total of 435 households were enumerated. The 
Chapln social participation scale was used. Such factors as 
locality, age, sex, farm and nonfarm residence and negro, 
white categories were used to analyze participation. 
Rose, Arnold M. Union solidarity, Minneapolis, University 
Minnesota Press. 1952. 
This study has for its main focus the studying of the 
reasons for union solidarity and what can be done to bring 
about solidarity. Three hundred ninety-two members out of 
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a total of over 8,000 members of a teamsters* local union in 
St. Louis were interviewed in 1949. Participation was 
measured in terms of attendance at meetings, speaking up at 
meetings, preference for attending meetings as ccoipared to 
attending non-union functions, supporting negotiating com­
mittees, reading and understanding the contract and serving on 
pioket lines. Participation was analyzed on the basis of 
the following characteristics: sex, age, educational level, 
religious preference and attitudes toward union, management 
and minority groups. 
Stern, J. K. Membership problems in farmers* cooperative 
purchasing associations. Penn. Agr. Exp. Sta. Bui. 268. 
1931. 
The objectives of this study were to determine: (1) 
interest of farmers in cooperatives, (2) understanding of what 
cooperatives are, (3) the degree to which the members support 
cooperatives, (4) whether members are getting what they expect­
ed out of their cooperative, (5) how member and nonmember 
opinions differ on cooperatives, and (6) factors related to 
these attitudes toward cooperation. There were 192 members 
and 353 nonmembers in the trade area of six cooperative pur­
chasing associations in the eastern half of Pennsylvania in 
the population interviewed. No systematic method was used to 
pick the interviewees but an attempt was made to get a fair 
sample of members and nonmembers in each comm\mity. Partiol-
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patlon was measured In terms of talking about their ooopera-
tire and per oent of business done with the cooperative. 
Stern, J. K. Membership problems in a milk marketing organi­
zation. Penn. Agr. Exp. sta. Bui. 256. 1930. 
The purpose of this study was to determine farmer atti­
tudes toward oooperativeE^ actions in relation to cooperatives 
and factors related to attitudes and actions. The study 
included the western Pennsylvania territory of the Pittsburgh 
milk market where 90S members were Interviewed. No date of 
the field study is given. '^Schedules were taken at random but 
an effort was made to interview only those farmers who con­
sidered dairying their chief source of income." Data on par­
ticipation were gathered in terms of sources of information 
about cooperatives and meeting attendance. 
Stern, J. K. and Doran, H. F. Farmers' support of coopera­
tives. Penn. Agr. T5xp. Sto. Bui. 505. 1948, 
The purpose of this study was to determine factors re­
lated to: (1) attitudes toward cooperatives, (2) use of co­
operatives, and (3) supporting cooperatives. In addition, an 
attempt was made to find out what farmers expect of their 
cooperatives. A representative sample of farmers in Pennsyl­
vania were chosen on an area sample basis by the Statistical 
Laboratory of lowe state College. Thirteen hundred fifty 
interviews were taken in 1946. Participation was studied in 
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terms of being a member, helping organize the cooperative, 
meeting attendance, holding office and voting on policy or 
delegate during the past year. Participation was analyzed on 
the basis of the following factors; type of cooperative, 
number of cooper&tlves to which member belongs, knowledge 
about coopercitive and attitudes toward cooperative. This 
study Is the most closely related to the present dissertation 
of any cooperative study reviewed. 
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Appendix B* Member Understanding of Cooperative 
Principles score 
Slement scores 
within 
Item 
*" ™ Item nent 
score ««««• score score 
1. Control 
Probably the best way to aasxire that 
a cooperatlTe ia run in the best 
interests of its patron menibers is 
to have it controlled by those patron 
2&embsra. 
1 
A. Q, "'^ho should have the right to 
vote in a cooperative?** 
2 
Answers: |1| one member one vote 6 
(S) on the basis of 
patronage 8^ 
(3) one vote per share of 
stock held (more 
stock more votes) 0 
(4) don't know 0 
B« Q,. '*Who has the right to determine 
what should be done with 'sav­
ings* in your cooperative?" 
Answers: (1) directors 8 
(2) manager 0 
( 3 )  members "4"' 
(4) don't know 0 
C* ''i* "Should all cooperative members 
vote on all important questions 
of policy? (should help deter­
mine major policy)" 
8 
stands for actual question asked. 
^Score eight for either one, but for only one. 
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Element aoores 
Within Total Total 
item ment 
score score 
score 
Answers: (1) yes 
(2) no 
(3) no, qualified in terms 
of this was board's Job 5 
(4) don*t know 0 
D. Q. "What are your responaibilities 
as a member of your cooperative?** 
Answers: if voting and attending 
meetings were mentioned 6 
if said "No responslbillly" -ft" 
Total 23 
Savings 
If a cooperative is operated for and in 
the interests of patron members then it 
follows that it would operate at cost 
and return the savings to the petrons on 
the basis of amount of patronage. 
A. Q. "Should cooperative •savings* be 
returned to patrons In the form 
of refunds on the basis of the 
amount of their purchases or to 
capital Investors as increased 
interest on their capital?** 
Answers: (1) patrons 
(2) caplt&l Investors on 
capital 
(3) both of above 
(4) don*t know 
10 
B. Q« "Should cooperatives pay income 
taxes (on member business) ?** 
Answers: (1) yes 
(2) no 
(3) don*t know 
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Slement aoores 
Within Total Total 
lt6m PO»»ll>le ele-
soore 1*®" 
score score 
If no, why 
Answers: (1) be paying twice on 
same income 3 
(2) they make no profits &-S 
(3) fanners pay enough 
taxes 0 
(4) cooperatives still 
need help (gov*t aid) 2 
Total 16 
Finance 
ISconomic logic dictates that those who 
are going to reoeive the savings, the 
patron members In the case of coopera­
tives, will have to become owners and 
assume entrepreneurial responsibility 
to finance the cooperative. 
A. '4, "'Sho should finance cooperative 
at their start?" 
8 
0 
0 
B* "What are your responsibilities 
as a member of your oooperative?" 
Answers: (1) members 
(2) government (bear 
responsibility) 
(3) banks (no member 
rosponaibility) 
(4) don't know 
Answers: (1) if financing was men­
tioned as a responsi­
bility, score 4 
(2) if they said "No 
responaibility" -5 
4 
Total 12 
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Element scores 
~7m Total Total 
Within possible ele-
item ^ ment 
score score score 
Risks 
Economic logic dictates that those 
who are going to receive the benefits 
must also bear the risks. 
A. a loss results because of 
selling at too low prices 
should the stockholders bear 
the loss or should it be made 
up on the basis of patronage?" 
Answers: (1) stockholders 0 
(2) patronage 12 
(3) hoth 1»6 
(4) don't know 0 
12 
Total 18 
Patronage 
When a member Joins a oooperatlve he makes 
the decision to cooperate rather than com­
pete with other farmers in this phase of 
farm enterprise—he agrees to act Jointly 
with other farmers and conduct business 
through coop—he agrees to patronize. 
A. Q. "Is It a 'moral' obligation for mem­
bers to patronize their 'coop'?" 
Answers: (1) yes, 100 per cent 8 
(2) fairly consistently 6 
(3) no obligation at all 0 
(4) don*t know 0 
8 
6. Q. "What are your responsibilities 
as a member of your cooperative?'* 
Answers: if they said that patron­
izing was a responsibility, 
score 5 
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Element- soore 
Total Total 
i possible ele-
1*®® Item ment 
score aoore score 
if they said ^^glTe the 
oooperatlve the first 
chance** they should be 
scored 1 
if they said they have 
"no reaponsibility" 
score -5 
Total 15 
Total possible under­
standing of principles 
score 75 
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Appendix C* Member Knowledge of Facta About 
Cooperatire Score 
Within 
item 
1« "What is the salary of your 
local cooperative manager?** 
Answers: (1) they know 
(2) they did not know—have no 
idea 
(3) they asid they know but are 
misinformed (|500.00 either 
way score 3, |501.00 to 
$1,000.00 either way score 2} 
Item score 
Total 
possible 
item 
S-3 
£. Q. ^^Do you know that there are wholesale 
cooperatives?'* 
Answers: (1) yes 
(2) no 
3. Q. **Who are the members of the board of 
directors of the cooperative?" 
Answers: (1) knew none 
(2) knew 1 to 24 per cent 
(3) knew 25 to 49 per cent 
(4) knew 50 to 74 per cent 
(5) knew 75 to 99 per cent 
(6) knew 100 per cent 
4* Q. "Does your cooperative have an 
educational fund?" 
Answers: (1) 
( 2 )  
( 3 )  
yes 
no 
don* t know 
Right 
Wrong 
16 
21 
6 
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Item aoore 
Within Tom 
item Poafi»l« 
iten 
Q. **1)068 your oooperatlye have a 
revolving fund?** 
Answers: (1 }i 
Right answer 
Wrong answer 
don't know 
25 
Total knowledge of 
about cooperative 
facts 
score 75 
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Appendix D. Member Satlsfeotion Soor« 
1. 4. ''What Is the greatest benefit you 
derive from your oooperatlve?'* 
Answers: (1) Those who felt they get a 
benefit 
(a) dollar savings 
(b) oompetitlve influenoe 
(oj control own affairs 
(d) cooperative Ideals 
(2) Those who dldn*t Icnow 
(3) Those who felt they do not 
know 
Item score 
^ial 
Within possible 
item 
22 
Tcr 
0 
30 
2. "Would competitors* services be as good 
if cooperetives were not in the market?" 
Answers: (1) yes 
() no 
(3) don* t know 
6 
3. '*Would competitors* prices be as good if 
cooperatives were not in the market?** 
Answers: (1) yes 
( 2 )  no 
(3) don't know 
4* H* '^How do their (your cooperative's) ooats 
compare with private enterprises of a 
simller nature?** 
Answers: (1) higher 
(2) same 
(3) lower 
(4) don*t know 
6 
5. vi, "Do you think the cooperative really 
saves you money? >* 
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Answera: ili 
(3) 
yes 
no 
don't know 
"If yes, are you satisfied with the 
savings you have made in your 
cooperative?** 
Answers: (1) 
( 2 )  
(3) 
yes 
no 
(ion» t know 
Item score 
Within 
item possible 
item 
10 
6. "Are cooperatively produced goods as 
good . better , poorer , 
quality as goods of name brands?" 
Answers: (1) as good 
(2) better 
(3) poorer 
(4) mixed—some good some better 
(5) don*t know 
7. cj., "Do you believe you have a say 
have no say in nmning your 
cooperat ive?" 
Answers: (1) have a say 
{ 2 }  have no say 
(a) manager runs it 
(b} board runs it 
(c) small clique runs it 
(d) don*t want any say 
(3) don't know 
IE 
Total satisfaction score 75 
